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SUMMARY

In Public Policy, Accreditation, and State Approval in Calafornia, the
California Postsecondary Education Commission offers the following conclusions
and 15 recommendations related to eight issues of public reliance on non-gov-
ernmental accreditation in the oversight of California's colleges and univer=
sities.

Historically, non-governmental accrediting associatrons and State agencles
responsible for postsecondary education in California have maintained a
positive and constructive relationship. This relationship has been based on
a mutual understanding that the licensure of institutions by the State and
the accreditation of institutions by non-governmental associations serve two
very separate but complementary purposes.

e Licensure 1s a governmental regulatory activity by which the State grants
institutions the authority to operate and award degrees and diplomas, and
by which it determines that 1institutions have met minimum acceptable
standards of educational quality and consumer protection.

e Accreditation 1s the process of ongoing peer and professional review of
inetitutional operations that institutions may utilize as a means of
improving their effectiveness and qualaity.

The California Postsecondary Education Commission believes that the State
should maintain a strong, rigorous process for the qualitative review of
educational 1institutions as part of its constitutional responsibilities for
the chartering and licensure of postsecondary institutions. This State
process should be sufficiently thorough as to assure the public 1in general ,
as well as other State agencies, that State recognition does identify insti-
tutions with educational programs that meet minimum quality standards.
These responsibilities for quality review should not be delegated by the
State to non-governmental accrediting associations. Accreditation provides
an additional set of standards and a peer review process that institutions
can voluntarily choose 1n developing levels of academic qualaty that are
above and beyond the State's basic responsibilities for the licensure of
postsecondary institutions. The maintenance of a strong State review process
neither lessens the critical importance of accreditation nor moves the State
into the role of an accrediting agency Moreover, it does not imply that
accreditation and State approval are equivalent

ASSURING AND INCREASING EDUCATIONAL QUALITY

California relies on accreditation as an indicator of excellence 1n education.
Accrediting standards are periodically reviewed and revised through a lengthy
process of discussion among educators 1n order to 1dentify the 1ssues and
practices that they feel underlie educational quality and institutional
integrity. The accreditation process of the Western Association of Schools
and Colleges alone, for example, annually involves approximately 500 educators
from various 1nstitutiops within Califormia and selected western states
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visiting other educational institutions and talking with representatives of
those institutions about methods to improve their educational program.

When educational accrediting associations initially developed 1in America,
they were clearly voluntary, private associations. This situation has
substantially changed, however, as a result of both public and governmental
reliance on the judgments of these agencies, with accreditation now having
assumed many public responsibilities.

At the same time, State reliance on accreditation has led to some confusion
between the roles of accreditation and State approval in the areas of consumer
protection, institutional eligibilaty for participation 1in financial aad
programs, and the licensure of professional practitioners. Independent and
private postsecondary institutions are now placed 1n the paradoxical situa-
tion whereby they can comply with the highest available level of guality
review by the State agency responsible for their oversight -- the Office of
Private Postsecondary Education in the Department of Education -- but sti1ll
not be eligible to participate in State-funded financial assistance programs,
or enroll students who, upon graduation, are eligible to take State tests
for licensure 1n various occupations.

The Californmia Postsecondary Education Commission thus concludes that the
State should continue to consider accreditation as a major method to momitor
and promote educational quality. At the same time, the State should not
rely exclusively on accreditation for this purpose

The Commission therefore recommends.

RECOMMENDATION 1. Because non-governmental accreditation serves
important functions that should be protected and preserved, accred-
1tation should remain a non-governmental activity, and the State
should not inmitiate activities designed to replace or inhibit 1its
rele 1n promoting educational guality.

In addition, the State should maintain a strong quality review and approval
process for all independent and private institutions, so that (1) the public
1in general as well as other State agencies can rely upon this process 1in
i1dent2fying 1nstitutions with worthwhile educational programs, (2) 1instaitu-
tions can have the option to join or not join non-governmental associations,
and (3) accrediting associations can continue their important activities
without the fear of intervention by various political and economic interests
within the State.

In order to assure and increase educational gquality in California postsec-
ondary education, the Commission therefore recommends

RECOMMENDATION 2. California should continue to utilize the two
separate processes of non-governmental accreditation and State
approval for independent and private institutions as they perform
different yet complementary functions. Efforts should be made to
strengthen both processes wherever possible.
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RECOMMENDATION 3. The State- approval process for degree-granting
institutions should continue to be programmatic approval, but it
should be revised to stipulate . that an 1nstitution cannot advertise
itself as having State approval status until all of 1its degree
programs have been qualitatively reviewed and approved by the
State's oversight agency.

RECOMMENDATION 4 To provide an opportunity for an 1nstitution
with 1nstitution- -wide programmatlc approval to add a new program
on a tentative basis, after operating with approval status for at
least two years, 1t should be eligible to offer a maximum of one
unapproved program for a Eerlod of no long_E than three years
After that period, the program should | be expected to achieve State
approval or be eluminated.

MONITORING INDEPENDENT AND PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS
TO ASSURE THEIR COMPLIANCE WITH MINIMUM STANDARDS

Independent and private degree and non-degree-granting 1institutions are
eligible to operate in California as a result either of accreditation by an
accrediting association recognized by the U.S. Secretary of Education or of
approval or authorization by the Superintendent of Public Instruction or
(for selected vocatiomal schools) by the Department of Consumer Affairs.
Institutions that operate in California on the basis of their accredited
status are not subject to State oversight of their academic or vocational
programs, and they are assumed to operate 1n compliance with the minimum
consumer protection provisions required of non-accredited institutions.

This exemption from State oversight for accredited imstitutions creates an
anomaly in public policy. The ability of the State to remove the license of
an accredited institution which 1s not in compliance with State law 1is
restricted by current law, as that authority has been delegated to the
accrediting associations. Therefore, the Commission recommends

RECOMMENDATION 5. The State should continue to rely on accrediting
associlations Lo exercise primary respons1b111ty for the oversight
of accredited " independent and private institutions. Nonmetheless,
when available evidence suggests a reasonable probability of
non-compliance by an accredited institution with State standards
for approval, the "State oversight agency should work with the
accrediting association to correct the situation. The State
agency should provide the accrediting association with all avail-
able evidence and request the association to provide a written
response to the specific issues raised by the State ﬂé a last
resort, however, 1f the issues still remain unresolved after the
accrediting assoclation has had a reasonable period of time to
work with the institution, n, the State should have the author;gg,
after exhaustlng all administrative procedures necessary Lo lusure
the involved institution due process of law, to rescind the license
of an accredited institution which 1s not 1in compliance with State
standards.
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MONITORING INSTITUTIONAL REFUND POLICIES
TO ASSURE CONSUMER PROTECTION

State law provides a set of minimum standards for consumer protection for
students and prospective students of private postsecondary 1institutions.
Accredited 1nstitutions, however, are exempted from compliance with these
provisions, apparently on the assumption that the consumer protection stan-
dards of the accrediting associations are higher than those maintained by
the State for non-accredited institutions.

This assumption 1s generally accurate 1a all areas except for tuition refunds
for a student withdrawing from an ipstitution prior to completion of the
course of study.

Therefore, in order to assure more equitable protection for students attend-
ing WASC-accredited i1nstitutions, the Commission recommends.

RECOMMENDATION 6. The Senior and Community College Commissions of
the Western Association of Schools and Colleges should review
their current guidelines for tuition refund as well as the "Policy
Guidelines for Refund of Student Charges' drafted by the National
Association of College and University Busimess Officers, to deter-
mine 1f more specific guidelines on this issue should be implemented
by the two commissions

IDENTIFYING INSTITUTIONS ELIGIBLE TO PARTICIPATE
IN STATE-FUNDED STUDENT ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS

California State policy of relying on accreditation for determining institu-
tional eligibility for participation in State-funded student assistance
programs has resulted in the anomaly that some institutions that meet the
highest existing State standards for licensure to award degrees or diplomas
cannot benefit from these programs because they have not applied for or have
been denied recognition by non-governmental accrediting associations.
Accordingly, the Commission recommends

RECOMMENDATION 7. The State criteria utilized to determine insti-
tutional elagibility for participation 1n State-funded undergraduate
and graduate student assistance programs should be examined by the
Student A1d Commission during the next year This examination should
consider the impact of modifying the criteria regarding institutional
eligibility so that institutions gualitatively reviewed and approved by
non-governmental accrediting associations Or having institutionwide
programmatic approval from the State oversight agency (as provided 1n
Recommendation 3 above) are eligible for participation 1n the State
programs if they meet all other State requirements. In preparing this
review, the Student Aid Commission should i1nclude an analysis of the
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total cost for any changes in institutional eligibility for participa-
tion 1n State financial a1d | programs, with this information submitted
to the Legislature as appropriate.

IDENTIFYING INSTITUTIONS AND PROGRAMS FOR
LICENSING PROFESSIONAL PRACTITIONERS

State policy in the licensure of professional practitioners has generally
been to rely on specialized accrediting associations 1n the medical and
health professions and either regional accreditation or State approval in
other occupations. This State reliance on accrediting associations 1s

generally both appropriate and reasonable.

The only exceptions are two occupations -- educational psycholegist and
geologist -- where the applicable licensing board requires graduation from
an institution with regional accreditation. This requirement that an indi-
vidual graduate from a regionally accredited institution before they can sit
for the licensure exam 1s questionable. Since regional accreditation applies
to the entire institution and not to specific programs, 1t does not provide
explicit assurance that particular programs will have met the specific
educational standards of that profession. Therefore the Commission recommends.

RECOMMENDATION 8. The expertise of specialized accrediting associ-
ations should continue to be used 1n the health professions as a
means of screening out poteutlal practitioners who have not “met
Eec1f1c predetermined standards. In all other profe551ons,
graduation from an 1mnstitution with ££g;ona1 accreditation or
institution-wide programmatic approval by the State (as Erogosed
in Recommendation 3) should continue to be required as a means of
1dent1fy1ng 1indivaiduals who have potentlally met the requirements
for licensure.

RECOMMENDATION 9. The Behavioral Science Examiners Board and the
Geologist/Geophysicists Board should review their current practices
that require graduation from a regionally accredited institution
as a requirement for individuals to sit for licensure examinations
in educational psychologz and geology, respectively Consideration
should be given to the utilization of institution-wide programmatic
aEEroval by the “State as an additional means to 1dentaify 1institu-

tions with adequate educaticnal programs.

IDENTIFYING QUALITY TEACHER EDUCATION PROGRAMS

California's Commission on Teacher Credentialing (formerly the Commission
for Teacher Preparation and Licensing) has the dual responsibility of approv-
ing postsecondary institutions whose teacher education program meets 1its
standards and then issuing credentials to persons who successfully complete
programs at these institutions. State law does not prescribe that the



Commission approve only those programs operated by accredited institutions,
yet the practice of the Commission 1s to require regional accreditation. In
reality, therefore, institutions which have been qualitatively reviewed and
approved only by the State Superintendent of Public Instruction or by national
accrediting associations such as the American Association of Bible Colleges
are not eligible for Commission approval.

By eliminating all institutions without regional accreditation from conside-
ration as potential quality teacher education programs, current practice by
the Commission on Teacher Credentialing perpetuates the contradiction that
private postsecondary institutions with programs qualitatively reviewed and
approved by one State agency (the Superintendent of Public Instruction) are
not accepted by a different State agency (the Commission on Teacher Creden-
tialing) as worthy of review for possible approval In addition, the current
Commission practice excludes institutions with national accreditation,
despite the directive in the law that it shall consider "accredited baccalau-
reate degree granting institutions "

Arguments have been expressed against changing this curremt policy of the
Commission on Teacher Credentialing. Considerable public disquiet exists
concerning the quality of teacher preparation programs, and the inclusion of
more teacher education programs for review by the Commission might allow
weaker programs to be established throughout the State. It 1s also argued
that preparation for teaching requires a total, coordinated program from the
entire institution and not simply a narrow specialized major. Consequently,
a total institutional review of all academic cofferings 1s necessary, as
provided through regional accreditation.

While the Postsecondary Education Commission sees merit in these arguments,
1t does not feel that regional accreditation should be the determinant of
institutional eligibility for review by the Commission on Teacher Credential-
1ng, as institutional accreditation by national associrations and institution-
wide programmatic approval by the State Department of Education also involve
qualitative judgments by appropriate agencles.

ASSURING OVERSIGHT OF OUT-OF-STATE OPERATIONS

California policy regarding the oversight of operations by out-of-state
institutions has remained consistent during the past two decades Non-accred-
1ted institutions from outside Californiaz who sought to offer programs 1in
the State have been required to meet the standards maintained by the State
oversight agency for all non-accredited institutions The responsibility
for the oversight of out-of-state accredited institutions has been delegated
to the appropriate home accrediting agency. However, during the past ten
years, the regional accrediting commissions have adopted dissimilar approaches
in responding to this 1ssue, and consequently the public interests have not
always been well-served in this area.

Considerable variation exists in the accreditation standards utilized by the
s1x regional accrediting associations. The Western and Southern Associations,



particularly the former, have the most detailed and specific set of standards.
At the other end of the spectrum, the North Central Association does not
have standards for accreditation but rather utilizes four "i1ntentionally
general"” evaluative criteria to make judgments about institutions. The
accreditation standards of the other three associations are presented 1n
more general terms than those of the Western and Southern Assocations This
variation in the accrediting standards 1s one reason why the various coopera-
tive agreemenls among the six regional accrediting assoclations has not
produced an adequate level of oversight of accredited out-of-state institu-
ti1ons operating in Califormia.

The California Legislature took action in 1981, by requiring all out-of-state
institutions desiring to operate in California as regionally accredited
ipnstitutions to have their California-based operations accredited by WASC
rather than any of the other five regional accrediting associations. Passed
by the Legislature in 1981, thas requirement became effective on July 1,
1983, thereby allowing institutions two years to move 1nto compliance.

The Commission recommends:

RECOMMENDATION 10 Two 1important principles of the current WASC

procedures for the review of California-based operations of out-of-
state accredited institutions should be continued: (1) the utaliza-
tion of WASC standards as the basis for accreditation, with (2) the
final accreditation decision made by the Senior Commission of WASC.
These institutions should also continue to have the option for

either authorization or approval by the State oversight agency as

an alternative for WASC accreditation.

ENCOURAGING AGENCY OPERATION IN THE PUBLIC INTEREST

As a result of the close relationship that has evolved between California
State government and non-governmental accrediting associations, these associ-
ations have developed legal responsibilities to function 1in the publaic
interest, not to act contrary to public policy, and to have fair procedures
reasonably related to the purposes of accreditation.

After reviewing the structure and operation of accrediting agencies on these
criteria, the Commission has concluded that improvements 1in two agencies
will 1ncrease their effectiveness as representatives of the public interest.

Committee of Bar Examiners

The Committee of Bar Examiners plays a crucial role in the oversight of law
schools 1n California, and because 1t 1s the only accrediting association 1n
California created by statute and functioning clearly as a quasi-govern-
mental agency, it 1s doubly imperative that its structure and operations be
adequate. Its present organization and processes have two weaknesses"



o First, 1ts members predominantly include representatives of the legal
profession but no representatives of accredited law schools. It 1s thus
the only accrediting body operating in California that does not include
such representation, and i1t can therefore be accused of not being suffi-
ciently sensitive to the educational role of accreditation and of repre-
senting to an unfair extent the interests of the profession.

At the same time, however, difficult:ies would arise 1f representatives of
accredited law schools were added to the Committee, as the Committee has
many other functions beyond accreditation, including preparation of the
California Bar Examination, supervision of the grading of these examina-
tions, and action on all applications not decided by staff review If
representatives of accredited law schools had access to the examination
process as members of the Committee, the integrity of the process would
be suspect and conflict of interest might arise. While representatives
of accredited law schools have an important and legitimate role to play
in accrediting California law schools, potential conflict of interest
situations should be avoided.

¢ Second, law schools that contend that the Committee has viclated its own
criteria or procedures in decisions about their denial or termination of
accreditation have no recourse for the appeal of those decisions other
than petitioning the California Supreme Court.

In contrast, 1f any other accrediting association appears to violate 1ts
criteria or procedures in denying or terminating accreditation, an insti-
tution may appeal for review to COPA as well as to a Superior Court.
Thus, law schools seeking or maintaining accreditation by the Committee
of Bar Examiners are unique among California postsecondary institutions
1n not having a formal appeals process available to them.

Accordingly, the Commission recommends:

RECOMMENDATION 11. The Committee of Bar Examiners should establish
3 separate commlittee with the responsibility for accrediting law
schools, with the composition of this committee similar to that of
the American Bar Association, 1ncluding significant representation
from accredited instatutions. In addition, the Committee should
develop and implement an appeals process for institutions similar
to that maintained by the American Bar Association.

Accrediting Commission for Semor Colleges and Universities
of the Western Association of Schools and Colleges

The Senior Commission of WASC 1s the only regional accrediting association
in the United States which 1s not a membership organization. The institu-
tions accredited by the Senior Commission have no direct voice in the selec-
tion of Commissioners. Moreover, the wvarious constituents of accredita-
tien -- the faculty, administrators, and public representatives -- have no
formal participation in the selection process, as currently exists for the
Community College Commission of WASC. By placing the authority for the
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selection of the Commissioners in the executive committee of the Western
College Association (an association of accredited institutions from 13
western states), the Senior Commission has adopted a process which 1s unique
among regional associations and which can justifiably be perceived as rela-
tively closed and tightly controlled

Thus the Postsecondary Education Commission recommends:

RECOMMENDATION 12. The Senior Commission of WASC should continue
to review 1ts current process for the selection of commissioners
and examine the processes used by other regional accrediting

associations to determine if there 1s a method of more directly

involving the member i1nstitutions and the various constituencies
of accreditation 1n the selection of commissioners.

RELATING SPECIALIZED ACCREDITATION TO
INSTITUTIONS AND INSTITUTIONAL POLICIES

In response both to problems associated with specialized accreditation as
well as the 1ncreasing expenditures made by public institutions for membership
in these specialized accrediting agencies, the Commission recommends:

RECOMMENDATION 13. The systemwide offices of the three public
segments should review their policies regarding the role of accred-
1tation, with special attention to those specialized accrediting
associations with standards and criteria for membership that are
so specific and intrusive as to limit campus authority over curriculum
and resource allocation. Campuses should be encouraged to take
the lead within specialized accrediting associations to modafy
those standards and practices which are particularly intrusive
into campus authority. If these efforts are unsuccessful, campuses
should consider terminating their membership in these associations
ontil such standards are modified, and students and the publaic

should be informed about the reasons for this voluntary termination.

RECOMMENDATION 14. The systemwide offices and the campuses of the
three public segments should give special attention to the need
for campuswide coordination of accrediting activities to facila-
tate cooperation, communication, and common planning for phased or
joint evaluations by institutional and specialized accrediting
associations 1in harmony with the 1pnstitutions' own planning and
evaluation cycles.




INTRODUCTION

Non-governmental accrediting agencies have played an important and unigue
role in the oversight of American schools, colleges, and universities during
this century. During the past several decades, both state and federal
governments have placed considerable reliance on them to monitor, promote,
and 1dentify quality i1n postsecondary education. Nevertheless, no state or
federal laws regulate the proliferation of these associations or limit their
activities; and i1n recent years, some questions have developed about public
policy toward accreditation:

® How does the state rely on accreditation, and does such reliance serve
public policy? Are there areas 1in which the State relies too little or
too much on non-governmental accreditation?

# What has been the impact in Califormia of State reliance on accreditation
as a criterion for professional licensure? Has this reliance been adverse
or beneficial to the public interest, and are there ways in which th:is
relationship can be improved?

e What has been the impact of the increase in the number of specialized
accrediting agencies on public imnstitutions in California? Is there
evidence that the current relationship between postsecondary institutions
and specialized accrediting egencies 1s adverse to public interests, and
are there ways i1n which this relationship can be improved?

¢ What are the direct and indirect costs of accreditation to public institu-
tions, and does this expenditure seem to be a worthwhile investment of
public funds?

¢ Are students and prospective students adequately protected by accredita-
tion, or 1s consumer protection an :llegitimate expectation of the public
regarding accreditation?

#» Do accrediting agencies adequately review the out-of-region and off-campus
offerings of accredited institutions operating in California? Is greater
cooperation between agencies and Cslifornia's State oversight agency
needed to improve the review of these programs?

In 1980, the Commission’'s Statutory Advisory Committee, consisting of repre-
sentatives of Californmia's major segments of education, requested the Commis-
s1on to undertake a study of accreditation, and the Commission agreed to do
so by addressing such questions as these. When the Commission began 1its
study, 1t foresaw the possibility of recommending some change 1n State
policy of reliance on accreditation. Since then, 1t has become clear that
much of the State's reliance on accreditation deserves endorsement and
continuation rather than change. Only in certain areas does the Commission
believe that this reliance has gone too far, resulting in potential threats
both to the independence of accrediting associations and to the publac
interest 1n general, and leading to unnecessary problems in the heretofore
cooperative and constructive relationships between these associations and
State agencies.
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At the same time, it has become increasingly evident to the Commission that
in addition to relying on accreditation to serve the public interest, Cali-
fornia should maintain a strong rigorous process for State review of educa-
tional quality as part of its constitutional responsibilities for the charter-
1ng and licensure of postsecondary institutions. From the Commission's
perspective, non-governmental accreditation and State approval of educational
institutions are two separate, parallel, equally necessary, but not equivalent
means of assuring the public about the qual:ity of Californmia colleges and
universities; and 1n this report the Commission explains the relationship
that it believes should exist between these two processes. Because the
Compission believes changes are needed in the existing approval process,
this report offers conclusions and recommendations not only about California's
dependence on accreditation but also on its current pelicies and procedures
of State approval.

Because the processes of accreditation and State approval are not widely
understood, for those readers who want an overview of the subject, Part One
describes the origins, purposes, and operation of accreditation on pages
13-41 and California's system of State authorization and approval on pages
41-47. Part Two then discusses State reliance on accreditation and offers
13 recommendations for public policy at the State level regarding i1mprovements
in accrediting and State approval.

In preparing this report, Commission staff has attended accreditation commis-
sion meetings, participated as observers on accrediting teams, reviewed
accreditation self-study reports, conferred with officials of accrediting
associations, State licensure and approval agencies, and institutions, and
sought to reconcile the necessarily different perspectives of members of the
Commission's Technical Advisory Committee on Accreditation. The names of
the members of this Committee are listed in Appendix A, and the Commission
acknowledges 1ts appreciation of their assistance in the preparation of thas
report. It must be emphasized, however, that the Commission has not asked
their approval or endorsement of the report. It must also be emphasized
that the purpose of this report 1is not to evaluate the effectiveness of
accrediting associations as such in accomplishing their important and valuable
purposes Rather, 1t seeks to assess how the State utilizes accreditation
as a significant factor in essuring educational quality and thus serving
State and public interests, as well as to identaify those areas where this
utilization and that of the State approval process can be improved.



PART ONE

POSTSECONDARY ACCREDITATION IN CALIFORNIA

Accreditation 1s a process of peer review through which the quality of an
institution or program 1s assessed against pre-established and pre-published
standards. Typically, in the United States, 1t refers to a non-governmental
process whereby institutions voluntarily form associations for the purpose
of self-regulation and self-improvement of their operations, and thus it
differs both from government chartering, authorization, approval, or regis-
tration of institutions and alsc from government licensure or certification
of 1ndividuals to perform professional services.

For example, 1n California, hospitals are accredited by the American Hospital
Association; animal care facilities are accredited by the American Associa-
tion for the Accreditation of Animal Care Facilities; schools, colleges, and
universities are accredited by the Western Association of Schools and Colleges
or one of several national organizations; and professional schools and
programs are accredited by specialized agencies such as the American Dental
Association, the Accreditation Board for Engineering and Technology, and the
National League for Nursing.

ORIGINS AND DEVELOPMENT OF EDUCATIONAL ACCREDITATION

Table 1 on page 14 highlights major episodes in the development of accredita-
tion 1n American education and 1ts relation to government regulation.

Historically, school and college accreditation began in the 1890s, when

secondary school principals and university leaders agreed on the need for
improved cooperation to reduce the confusion about admission practices. For
example, the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools was initiated in
1895 when, according to Agnew (1970, pp. 2-3):

Throughout the South there were private academies and "colleges,"
most with inadequate faculties and ill-defined curricula. Many
college students were at the "preparatory level."” From this
educational anarchy the Southern Association sought to bring about
order by defining the difference between preparatory schools and
colleges. The major thrust of the Association for the farst
fifteen years was to establish requirements for graduation from
secondary schools and to establish admission and graduation require-
ments for colleges and universities.
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TABLE 1 Historical Development of Accreditation

1787

1847

1900-
1901

1895-
1952

1949

1947
1952

1952-
1965

1962

1972

1975

State oversight of education began when the University of the State
of New York (the New York Board of Regents) was established as a
board for King's College (now Columbia University) and other colleges
and schools 1in the state, with the responsibility te visit every
college yearly, register each curriculum at each institution, and
report yearly to the Legislature.

The first voluntary non-profit educational association was initiated
with the establishment of the American Medical Association, although
the Association did not begin to accredit medical schools until
1906,

Specialized programmatic accrediting associations were initiated

by the Assocciation of American Law Schools (1900), the Society of
American Foresters (1900), and the Committee on Education of the
American Osteopathic Association (1901).

Accrediting standards were established and put into operation by the
six regional associations. North Central 1in 1893, Southern in 1917,
Middle States 1n 1919, Northwest in 1923, Western in 1948, and New
England 1n 1952 (Prior to 1948, the Unaversity of Califormia and
the Northwest Association had accredited California schools and
colleges.)

University presidents created the National Commission on Accrediting
to limit the proliferation of accrediting agencies.

The American Association of Bible Colleges was established.

Congress passed the Veterans Readjustment Assistance Act and, to
protect use of veterans' educational grants, authorized the Commis-
s1oner of Education to "publish a list of nationally recognized
accrediting agencies and associations which he determines to be

reliable authority as to the quality of training offered by an

educational institution"” (Public Law 82-550, Section 1775).

Three national institutional accrediting agencies were established:
The Association of Independent Colleges and Schools (1952), the
Accrediting Commission of the National Home Study Council (1955},
and the National Association of Trade and Technical Schools (1965).

The Western Association of Schools and Colleges was formed to accredit
colleges and universities, junior colleges, and secondary schools 1n
California and Hawaii.

The Higher Education Amendments Act expanded the eligibility for

participation 1n federally funded financial assistance programs to
vocational and techmical 1nstitutions that were ineligible for

regional accreditation but that were certified or approved by a

federally recognized state agency, such as California's Office of
Private Postsecondary Education.

The Council on Postsecondary Accreditation (COPA) was established as
the educational community's oversight agency on accreditation through
the consolidation of the Federation of Regional Accrediting Commis-
sions of Higher Education and the National Commission on Accrediting.
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Beginning in the 1930s, the nation's six regional accrediting associations
began to review institutions on the basis of their own stated objectives
rather than on a single set of numerical criteria used for all institutions.
The North Central Association took the lead 1n 1934 when 1t adopted the
princaple that "an institution wi1ll be judged in terms of the purposes it
secks to serve and on the basis of the total pattern it presents as an
institution of higher education" (Selden, 1960, p. 41). Since 1975, there
has been some movement back toward the use of a single set of standardized
criteria for all institutions, but the regicnal associations continue to
emphasize the importance of distinctive institutional goals in the evaluation
process,

Several attempts have been made by presidents of colleges and universities
to stop what has been perceived aeg a proliferation of specialized accredait-
1ng agencies or to limit the influence of those already in existence. In
1924, for example, both the American Council on Education and the National
Association of State Universities took action in this area. In 1949, the
National Commission on Accrediting was established by univers:ty presidents
for a similar purpose. More recently, the Council on Postsecondary Accredi-
tation {COPA) -- the successor to the National Commission -- has identified
proliferation in accreditation as one of its major priorities for action.
There seems to be general agreement among educators, however, that thas
problem has not yet been resolved.

An "umbrella" approach to accreditation has evolved during the past 50
years, whereby closely related professional organizations work together in
evaluation. For example, in the 1930s, medically related associations in
such fields as physical therapy and occupational therapy worked with the
American Medical Association to develop accrediting standards and processes
In 1942, the American Medical Association and the Association of American
Medical Colleges collaborated to form the Liaison Committee on Medical
Education. Today, the Committee on Allied Health Education and Accreditation
serves as an umbrella organization for 16 Joint Review Committees in the
allied health field. Similar cooperative efforts have been initiated between
the regional associations and specialized agencies to alleviate the problems
of multiple vasits and differing review schedules experienced by postsecondary
institutions. Generally, however, this approach has not been as widespread
and as comprehensive as many educators would prefer. The Council on Postsec-
ondary Accreditation has developed and is currently in the process of imple-
menting a policy statement on interagency cooperation that calls for cooper-
ative visits and activity ameng accrediting associations when institutions
express this interest.

Although the in:itial purposes of accrediting were to establish requirements
for school programs and college admission and to recognize schools and
colleges that met these requirements, during the past 30 years these purposes
have expanded substantially. While there 1s some disagreement among educators
and governmental officials on certain ones, they now include (Harcleroad,
1980, p. 8):

1. Certifying that an institution has met established standards,

2. Assisting prospective students 1in 1dentifying acceptable
institutions,
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3. Assisting institutions 1n determining the acceptability of
transfer credits;

4 Helping to i1dentify institutions and programs for the invest-
ment of public and private funds,

5. Protecting an institution against harmful internal and external
pressures;

6. Creating goals for self-improvement of weaker programs and
stimulating a general raising of standards among educational
institutions;

7. Involving the faculty and staff comprehensively 1in institutional
evaluation and planning;

8. Establishing criteria for professional certification, licen-
sure, and for upgrading courses offering such preparation; and

9. Providing one of several considerations used as a basis for
determining eligibilaty for federal assistance.

During the past 20 years, there has been a substantial expansion 1n the
federal role in the accreditation process. This trend has been the result
of the development of federal student assistance programs as a major source
of student and institutional income, and the resulting need for accountabil-
1ty in the distribution of these funds. Since 1952, the U.S5 Commissioner
of Education (now Secretary of Education) has had the responsibility of
publishing a list of accrediting agencies deemed to be "reliable authority”
as to the quality of training offered by educational institutiens. Institu-
tional eligibilaity for participation 1n federal programs requires that
institutions not only be chartered or licensed by the state in which they
operate but also either be accredited by one such recognized accrediting
body or one of several alternatives to accreditation. In 1968, the Commis-
si1oner established a Division of Accreditation and Institutional Eligibilaty
in the Office of Education to review the operation of accrediting agencies
go that accreditation could be used as a major criterion to assess institu-
tional qualaty and to reduce possible fraud and cheating in the distribution
of federal funds. As the federal government has become increasingly involved
in reviewing the policies and practices of accrediting agencies, the accred-
iting community has become 1increasingly uncomfortable with what 1t has
viewed as unnecessary governmental involvement in the oversight of accredit-
1ing agencies (see, for example, Jacobsea, 1980).

ROLE AND STRUCTURE OF
ACCREDITATION IN INSTITUTIONAL OVERSIGHT

The oversight of postsecondary education in the United States involves
cooperative and complementary actions by the state governments, the federal
government, and non-governmental accrediting agencies.
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e The states have the ultimate responsibility for all education except that
provided on military bases, which is a federal responsibility. Thas
state role includes (1) the chartering or licensure of postsecondary
institutions to operate; (2) the identification or approval of certain
private postsecondary 1institutions as meetlng specific requirements of
educational quality; and (3) the licensure or certification of individ-
uals to perform specific occupations and professions. For the second and
third of these functions -- institutional approval and individual licen-
sure -- California and most other states rely at least partially on the
decisions of accrediting agencies. (The procedures and standards that
California follows in approving nom-public i1nstitutions are described on
pp. 41-45 below.)

e The federal government has a more limited responsibility, as noted above ==
that of assuring accountability and effective use of federal funds. To
this end, the Secretary of Education has the responsibility to "recognize"
accrediting agencies, with participatien 1in federal funding programs
limited largely to institutions that are either accredited by these
agencies or active candidates for accreditation by them.

e The third element in this triad -- the accrediting agencies -- are Lypi-
cally nonprofit corporations consisting either of associations of instaitu-
tions, such as the Western Association of Schools and Colleges, associ-
ations of professional practitioners, such as the American Bar Association,
or councils of 1imstitutional and professional representatives, such as
the Council on Social Work Education. Currently, some 70 agencies are
recognized by the Secretary of Education and thus perform the function of
1dent1fying institutions eligible for federal funding. Under Califorma
law, eligibility to participate 1n State-related programs 1s limited to
institutions that either are accredited by one of the accrediting agencies
recognized by the Secretary of Education or are approved by the State
Superintendent of Public Instruction on the recommendation of the Office
of Private Postsecondary Education in the State Department of Education.

In addition to the accrediting agencies recognized by the Secretary of
Education, a large number of accrediting associations have either not sought
or been denied recognition. Some of these associations are clearly legiti-
mate and have considerable effect on college campuses -- such as the American
Chemical Society, which accredits professionally oriented chemistry programs
in undergraduate colleges, the International Association of Counseling
Services, and the National Athletic Trainers Association. However, since
there are no federal or state restrictions on the establishment of accredit-
ing agencies, several questionable organizations also exist to "accredat®
colleges through a less than rigorous review process (Bear, 1982, pp 39-41).

The essential feature of accreditation 1in relation to state and federal
government 1s the orientation of their member institutions and individuals.
I1f they are committed to making accreditation a mechanism for institutional
self-improvement and self-regulation, then the association will have a
positive impact on institutions, students, and the public. However, 1f they
see institutional evaluation as something to be "dealt with," handled rapidly
and infrequently, and otherwise ignored, accreditation will be ineffective
1n promoting, maintaining, and identifying educational quality In short,
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both the strength and weakness of non-governmental accreditation 1s that it
functions only as effectively as member institutions and individuals want it
to function.

All recognized accrediting agencies share common purposes, such as i1dentify-
ing 1institutions or programs that are considered successful 1n achieving
therr goals and meeting the standards of the accrediting body, and helping
these i1pstitutions to improve their educational offerings. Most share
similar procedures for institutional review, including periodic instituticnal
self-study and on-site campus evaluation by a visiting committee. They also
gain at least some financial support throwgh dues or fees from accredited or
applicant institutions. Despite these similarities, however, they differ
substantially in other ways. Some agencies actively cooperate with others
tc coordinate data collection, site visits, and institutional self studies,
while others work in virtual i1solation. Some base their decisions on extreme-
ly detailed accreditation standards, such as the number of hours of instruc-
tion students receive 1n specific skill traning, while others emphasize
more general criteria, such as the achievement of institutional objectives.
They differ also in their scope and focus of operation and can be separated
into three distinctive types:

# The six repgional accrediting associations, such as the Western Association
of Schools and Colleges, that are depicted on the map below and that are
recognized by the Secretary of Education for accrediting educational
institutions 1n their respective regions.

FIGURE 1 Regional Accrediting Associations of the United States
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o The four national institutional accrediting associations recognized by
the Secretary of Education -- the American Association of Bible Colleges,
the Association of Independent Colleges and Schools, the National Associ-
ation of Trade and Technical Schools, and the National Home Study Council.

e And some 60 specialized programmatic accrediting agencies currently
recognized by the Secretary for accreditation of college-level programs
ranging from architecture and art to cytotechnology, engineering, medical
record librarianship, music, public health, and social work.

The next three sections of this report discuss the relation of these three
types of accrediting agencies to Californmia institutions and State government.

REGIONAL INSTITUTIONAL ACCREDITATION IN CALIFORNIA

The Western College Association, established in 1924 as a forum for the
discussion of common problems by representatives of California colleges,
assumed the responsibility of accrediting California colleges and unmiversi-
ties from 1948 until 1962. This responsibility was then transferred to the
new Western Association of Schools and Colleges (WASC), which was formed to
accredit colleges and universitires, junior colleges, and secondary schools
1n California and Hawaii. The Western College Association has since expanded
its membership to include accredited colleges from 13 western states and
Guam, and continues to sponsor research and hold annual meetings to provide
opportunities for discussion among educators.

The Western Association of Schools and Colleges, whose geographic service
area now includes California, Hawaii, the territories of Guam and American
Samoa, the Micronesian Islands, and American overseas schools i1n East Asia,
1s actually three separate accrediting commissions:

o The Accrediting Commission for Senior Colleges and Universities (often
called the Senior Commission), which currently has accredited 132 four-
yvear and gradunate institutions;

®# The Accrediting Commission for Community and Junior Colleges, which has
accredited 140 one- and two-year postsecondary institutions; and

¢ The Accrediting Commission for Schools, which has accredited approximately
1,400 elementary, secondary, and adult schools.

All three commissions are recognized by the U.S. Secretary of Education, and
the two postsecondary commissions are recognized by the Council on Postsec-
ondary Accreditation. Each of the commissions develops 1ts own standards,
procedures, and fiscal policies, subject to the approval of the WASC Board
of Directors, and appoints 1ts own executive director. The Board of Directors
consists of nine members -~ three representatives from each of the Commissions.

The following paragraphs describe WASC's two postsecondary accrediting

commissions, and Appendix C lists the institutions operating in Califormia
that were accredited by them as of February 1984. A description of 1its
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Accrediting Commission of Schools appears in the Califormia Postsecondary
Education Commission's report B4-2, Improving College Preparatory Programs
Through High School Accreditation” (Jannary 1984).

Structure of the Senior and Community College Commissions

The two postsecondary commissions of the association differ in structure,
with the Senior Commission centralized in authoraity and organization, while
the Community College Commission is decentralized both in i1ts appointive
powers and authority.

Accrediting Commission for Senior Colleges and Universities: For the Senior
Commission, the primary appointing authority 1s the Executive Committee of
the Western College Association, which according to the WASC constitution
may appoint at least six members, including representatives from the Pacific
Basin, the Northwest Association of Schools and Colleges, and the general
public. It has currently appointed 16 of all 18 members, three of whom
represent the public. The other two members are ones appointed by the
Junior College and School Commissions.

Accrediting Commission for Community and Junior Colleges: Fifteen members
on the 17-member Community College Commission are appointed for three-year
overlapping terms by the WASC Board of Directors from candidates nominated
by a special nominating committee, with the Chancellor of the Califormia
Community Colleges and the President of the University of Hawaii each appoint-
ing one of the remaining members The 15 members are expected to include at
least five faculty members, three representatives of the public, one repre-
sentative of independent institutions, one representative of Pacific Basin
institutions, and a member of both the Semior and School Commissions. The
special nominating committee, approved by the WASC Board in June 1984,
consists of six members -- two faculty, two administrators, and two public
representatives. The Commission chair appoiats two of these members from
the Commission. The Academic Senate for Californmia Community Colleges, the
California Chief Executive (Officers, and the California Community College
Trustees, respectively, appoint whatever additiomal faculty, admimistrative,
and public members are required to complete the composition of the six-member
committee.

As a result of these differences in the appointment process, faculty members
are much more directly involved in the operation of the Community College
Commission than in the Senier Commission because of their membership on both
the nominating committee and the Commission. The use by the Community
College Commission of a special nominating committee provides a formal
process to involve the several constituencies of accreditation in the selec-
tion of Commissioners. In contrast, the selection process utilized by the
Senior Commission concentrates considerable authority in the executive
committee of the Western College Association from a region much larger than
that covered by WASC and from an organization that has ne involvement 1in
accreditation or institutional review. Moreover, since the executive secre-
tary of the Senior Commission also holds the position of executive secre-
tary-treasurer for the Western College Association, he can exercise consider-
able influence 1n the selection of Commissioners and thus in the operation
of the Senior Commission.
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Purposes and Procedures of WASC Accreditation
The stated purposes of the Western Association of Schools and Colleges are:

(1) to improve educational programs, (2) to foster close coopera-
tion among the schools, colleges, and universities within 1its
region, (3) to certify accreditation or candidacy status, and (4)
to develop effective working relationships with other educational
organizations (Andersen, Swenson, and Siverson, 1978, p. 386).

The Senior Commission's statement of purposes for accreditation are:

# To assure the educational community, the general public, and
other organizations and agencies that an institution has clear-
ly defined educational objectives appropriate to higher educa-
tion and consistent with Commission standards, has established
conditions under which achievement of these objectives can
reasonably be expected, appears in fact te be accomplishing
them substantially, and 1s so organized, staffed, and financed
that 1t can be expected to continue to achieve these objectives.

e To foster integrity and excellence 1n higher education by
developing and using standards for assessing educational effec-
tiveness.

e To encourage 1nstitutional improvement through self-study and
periodic evaluation by qualified professionals.

o Insofar as Commission resources permit, to promote honesty and
integrity in institutionmal relations with studente and other
consumers, thus both supplementing state agency protection for
the educational consumer and providing some protection for
sound institutions.

e To promote cooperative efforts of public and independent insti-
tutions in opposing encroachments by govermnmental or other
agencies that threaten tc jecpardize educational effectiveness
or academic freedom (Accrediting Commission for Semior Colleges
and Universities, 1982, p. 1).

Four-year colleges and universities in Califormia seeking accreditation by
the Senior Commission must first have each degree program approved by the
California Superintendent of Public Instruction pursuant to Section 94310(b)
of the Education Code. They may then apply directly for accreditation or
seek '"candidacy for accreditation" from the Commission, after which they

have a maximum of siX years to become accredited

One- and two-year institutions seeking Community College Commission accredi-
tation must be approved by the Superintendent of Public Instruction or
authorized by the Legislature to award degrees, diplomas, or certificates,
and at least one-fourth of their units or courses for all degree programs
must be 1n general education at the postsecondary level. After one year of
candidacy, they may seek accreditation.
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Procedures of both the Senior and Community College Commissions for imitial
accreditation as well as reaffirmation include the following steps:

The 1nstitution prepares a self-study report following the criteria and
guidelines provided by the Commission. Staff from the Commission provide
some assistance to the institution during this phase.

The Commission organizes a team of peer evaluators who review the self-
study report and then make a site visit at the institution.

During the site visit, the team meets with administrators, faculty,
classified staff, and students; reviews additional materials provided by
the institution; seeks to identify problem areas not discussed in the
self-study report; assesses the quality of the educat:ional program using
standards provided by the accrediting agency; and makes an oral report to
the administrators, faculty, and other staff about their initial conclu-
sions. The formal recommendations of the team are not discussed with the
institution at this time but are indicated on a confidential recommenda-
tion form.

The team, under the direction of the chair, prepares a report with con-
clusions and recommendations, with the institution provided the opportun-
ity to correct errors of fact. The final team report and the institu-
tional response (1f any) are then forwarded to the Commission

The Commission reviews the report and makes a determipation for candidacy,
accreditation, reaffirmation, deferral, warning, probation, show cause,
denial or revocation of candidacy, or denial or withdrawal of accredita-
tion, as appropriate.

At the time of Commission action, the chief executive officer of the

institution and the visiting team chair can appear before the Commission
to discuss the report. The opportunity for institutional appeal comes
only after final Commission action has been taken.

Within ten years, the process 1s repeated, unless evidence exists to
justify an earlier review Between scheduled visits, the institution 1s
expected to respond to the visiting team's recommendations and submit
annual reports to the Commission. In addit:on, 1nstitutions on a ten-year
cycle are required to file a fifth-year report, which for senior instatu-
tions may be followed by another visit and for Community Colleges must be
followed by a visit.

Both the Senior and Junior Commissions "make public, when and as appropriate,
through 1ts Executive Director . . . the status of each institution subject
to a negative action . . . . In all cases of negative action, the Commission
will give the 1institution written reasons for 1ts decision and will work
with the institution on a statement for public release" (Accrediting Commis-
s1on for Senior Colleges and Universities, 1982, p. 151).

Standards for WASC Accreditation

The accreditation standards utilized by the two WASC postsecondary commis-
sions essentially represent a statement by the educaticonal community itself
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on the issues and practices that underlie educational guality and iastitu-
tional integrity. Each standard has been reviewed repeatedly before adoption
by 1institutional representatives and then periodically revised as needed.
For example, the standards that the Senior Commission adopted in 1979 were
completely reviewed and substantially revised in 1981-82, leading to the
current March 1982 version. The adoption of these formal accrediting stand-
ards has moved both Commissions away from evaluating institutions exclusively
in light of their stated mission and toward providing a common foundation
for all accredating actions.

Accrediting Commission for Semior Colleges and Universaties: The Senior
Commission has nine standards for accreditation These standards, which are
excerpted in Appendix A, and with which ats member institutions are expected
to comply include: (1) institutional integrity, involving ethical principles
and practices, commitment to academic freedom, and truth in institutional
publications and representations; {2) clearly stated and distinctive purposes,
(3) effective institutional governance and administration, including a
clearly defined and substantive role for faculty; (4) quality in educational
programs; (5) faculty and staff qualified by traiming and experience Lo work
at the academic levels required by the institution's purposes; (6) current
library, computer, and other learning resources sufficient in quality,
depth, and diversity; (7) adequate student services; (8) adequate physical
resources, including instruction and support facilities; and (9) sufficient
financial resources.

During the past six years, the Senior Commission has made several important
revisions in these standards:

¢ The addition of the first standard om institutional integrity, directing
institutions to demonstrate honesty in their relations with constituencies,
including students and the publac.

» The inclusion of language regarding the review of off-campus and other
special programs -- "All off-campus and other special programs providing
academic credit, whether leading to a degree or for non-degree purposes,
are integral parts of the instatution . . . Institutional policies and
procedures designed to assure and maintain high quality services off
campus or 1in nontraditional modes are of utmost importamce 1n accredita-
tion and are a direct and unavoidable responsibility of every accredited
institution . . . The institution maintains direct quality and fiscal
control of all aspects of all programs and provides adequate resources to
maintain this quality."

e The addition of a policy statement regarding credit for prior experi-
ent1al learning which provides that ap institution must have a "well~-de-
fined philosophy regarding the awarding of credit, a clear statement on
evaluation procedures, and a definitive plan to evaluate the amount of
academic credit to be awarded."

e The revision of a policy regarding instructional contracts with unaccred-
ited organizations, stating that accredited institutions are solely
responsible for the academic and fiscal elements of all instructional
programs and courses for which they provide credit.
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e The addition to Standard Four of a specific requirement that an
undergraduate programs, '"mormally, no more than one-half of the student's
studies toward the baccalaureate degree 1s in the major field, with the
rest of the program allocated to general education and electives."
Standard Four also includes the provision that "the standards for academic
credit are the same for degree and non-degree credit. Any work recognized
by the institution as having standards different from those for academic
credit 1s not classified as 'credit,' but offered as Continuing Education
Units (CEUs) or under some other designation which clearly distinguishes
such work from that offered by the institution for academic credit."”

¢ The adoption of a policy statement on the purpose, content, and qualaty
of baccalaureate education, as well as policy statements on collegiate
athletics and collective bargaining.

Accrediting Commission for Community and Junior Colleges: The Community
College Commission uses the ten standards summarized in Appendix B, which
include: (1) clearly stated general goals and specific objectives consistent
with the historical and legal mission of the public Community Colleges and
appropriate to the usual funct:ions of postsecondary education; (2) clear
relation of the educational program to these objectives, (3) qualifaied
faculty and staff; (4) adequate student services that "reflect an i1nstitu-
tional concern for students' physical and mental health, developing their
capacities and talents, motaivating their educational progress, and helping
them to relate to others in the campus community™; (5) policies and proce-
dures of Community Colleges that encourage public use of facilities, (6)
sufficient learning resources, including library materials, med:ia equipment,
and staff, to support all of the institution's educational offerings; (7)
adequate physical resources; (8) sufficient financial resources to support
institutional objectives, maintain program quality, and serve the anticipated
number of students enrolled; (9) effective institutional governance and
administration, including a governing board with broad policy responsibilities
and a clearly defined faculty role 1n governance; and (10) effective system-
wide governance of multi-college districts, including explicit objectives,
definitions of system~college relationships, lines of authority, and assigned
responsibilities.

During the past six years, the Community College Commission has made these
important revisrons 1in the standards:

o The revision, i1in January 1978, of a policy on postsecondary educational
programs conducted by institutions on military bases.

® The addition, i1n June 1980, of a policy on credit for prior experiential
learning 1n undergraduate programs that supports principles developed by
the Council for the Advancement of Experiential Learning.

¢ The addition, ain June 1981, of a statement on the transfer and award of
academic credit designed to develop a common policy among Commission-
accredited institutions for students who transfer between these institu-
tions.

¢ Additions, 1in January 1982, of (1) a policy on collective bargaining
that, while taking no position on the desirability of collective bargain-
ing laws, directs accreditation teams to consider the impact of
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collective bargaining on the quality and effectiveness of institutions,
and (2) a policy on collegiate athletics directing that athletic programs
be conducted 1in a manner consistent with institutional objectives and
educational mission.

Costs of WASC Accreditation

Accrediting Commission for Senior Colleges and Universities: Four-year

colleges and universities seeking candidacy or accreditation by the Senior
Commission must pay a one-time application fee of 52,000 plus all expenses
for the visiting team during 1its evaluation. Thear annual fees thereafter
range from $800 for institutions with fewer than 100 full-time-equivalent
students to $3,500 for institutions with more than 10,000 FTE students.

Accrediting Commission for Community and Junior Colleges: The evaluation
service charges for one- and two-year institutions accredited by the Community
College Commission range from $1,200 to $3,600 depending on enrollment and
number of specialized programs. Annual fees range from 5600 to 51,400
depending on enrollment.

The annual direct costs for WASC accreditation for the public colleges and
universities in Califormia 1s approximately $500,000. This estimate does
not include the cost of staff time involved in the visits and the self-study
report, as 1t 1s limited to the annual fees to the Accrediting Commission
and the salaries and expenses of the visiting teams.

In a study completed 1n 1976 for the Senior Commission, Keith Warner surveyed
presidents, chief academic officers, and other staff at 111 accredited
senior colleges and universities in the western region. Among his findings
was the fact that 62 percent of the chief academic officers and 81 percent
of the presidents reported that the benefits of accreditation exceeded 1ts
costs, while only a small minority of each reported that its costs were
greater than its benef:its More representatives of public and private
religious institutions than of private-secular institutions reported that
the benefits exceeded the costs, while somewhat more representatives of
private-secular institutions reported either that the costs and benefits
were equal or that the costs exceeded the benefits.

Cooperative WASC Community College Project

WASC's Accrediting Commission for Community and Junior Colleges initiated a
joint project i1n 1981 with the Chancellor's Office of the California Community
Colleges to improve the evaluation and planning capabilities of the State’s
public two-year colleges. The objectives of the three-year project, which
15 financed primarily by a grant from the Fund for the Improvement of Postsec-
ondary Education are:

e to define the appropriste roles of State agencies and the Accrediting
Commission in the evaluation of Community Colleges,

e to provide better evaluation and planning information for use by the
colleges, the Commission, and the agencies, and
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e to develop a plan for coordinated evaluation visits by the Accrediting
Commission and the Chancellor's Office staff.

In response to the first objective, during 1982-83, the Accrediting Commis~-
sion has assumed the responsibility of assessing the quality of each Community
College, including the range, depth, and effectiveness of 1ts programs and
services, 1ts governance, and how well 1t serves 1its students, while the
Chancellor's Office has taken the responsibility of assessing the extent to
which the colleges 1n the aggregate meet statewide objectives, This approach
has been tested in 20 Community Colleges through a process that included (1
a college self-study during 1982-83 within the framework of both accredita-
tion standards and statewide objectives, and (2) a visit to the college
during 1983-84 by a team made up of both Accrediting Committee and State
agency representatives. The current final year of the project 1s emphasizing
both the improvement of planning capabilities at college and statewide
levels and the formal assessment of the project generally.

The central thesis of the project has been that Community College programs
and services should be evaluated locally; that each college and i1ts district
should be evaluated through accreditation; and that the Chancellor's Office
and Board of Governors should assess what the districts and colleges are
doing as a group with regard to State interests before making broad policy
decisions affecting them. This approach emphasizes that the responsibility
for assessing how well districts are meeting their own objectives rests with
local boards of trustees, district staff, and accreditation agencies, and
not with statewide agencies. According to the Board of Governors (1983),
this approach will be reviewed by the Board during 1984 in preparation for
Board adoption of a policy on comprehensive planning scheduled for June
1985,

NATIONAL INSTITUTIONAL ACCREDITATION IN CALIFORNIA

Four national associations recognized by both the U.S. Secretary of Education
and the Council on Postsecondary Accreditation accredit specialized postsec-
ondary 1nstitutions in California- the American Association of Bible Col-
leges, the Association of Independent Colleges and Schools, the National
Association of Trade and Technical Schools, and the National Home Study
Council. All four of these associations are similar to the regional assoc-
1ations 1n that they accredit entire 1institutions rather than specific
programs. However, the postsecondary institutions they work with offer
education either in limited areas -- bible colleges, business, or technical-
vocational subjects -- or solely via correspondence

American Assoclation of Bible Colleges

The American Association of Bible Colleges (AABC) was established originally
in 1947 as the Accrediting Association of Bible Institutes and Bible Colleges
and adopted 1ts current name in 1973. It accredits professional or spec:ial-
purpese colleges in the United States and Canada whose function 1s "to
prepare students for Christian ministries or church vocations through a
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program of biblical, general and professional studies" (AABC, 1980, p. 9).
It has accredited approximately 80 institutions 1n North America, five of
them 1n Californmia. Among :ts stated purposes of accreditation are "to
improve the guality of bible college education generally by describing as
explicitly as possible standards of excellence, thus encouraging self-eval-
uation and stimulating continuous growth," and "to provide and circularize a
list of approved colleges for the use of . . various organizations 1nter-
ested in the educational ratings of schools and their students" (pp 9-10).

The ten members of AABC's Accrediting Commission are appointed by the AABC
Board of Directors for three-year terms and may be reappointed consecutively
once. Nine of the Commission members are from accredited institutions, and
the tenth public member 1s not employed by a bible college.

To be eligible to apply for accreditation by AABC, an ainstitution must
demonstrate a minimum of five years of continucus operation, a sound bible
college program, and general continuity 1n administrative leadership, student
enrollments, and faculty staffing.

AABC's accreditation standards are generally similar to those of other
accrediting agencies, COVErlng institutional objectives, administirative
control, labrary and other institutional resources, curriculum, faculty and
student life, and personmel. In many areas, however, they include more
specific requirements than usual, such as regarding faculty qualifications
(""the first graduate or professional degree beyond the bachelor's degree 1in
the area of one's teaching field 1s normally considered the minimum 10
academic preparation') and college curriculum ("at least 30 hours of bible
and theology 15 required of all programs leading to graduation'). As might
be anticipated, particular emphasis 18 placed on institutional commitment to
Christian principles and 'the cultivation of Christian life and experience"”
(p. 72).

AABC's operations are funded through membership dues, with each accredited
institution annually paying a minimum of $650 plus an additional amount
dependent on the annual income of the institution. To fund an accreditation
visit, the institution pays $750 plus the travel expenses of the visitang
team members. Member institutions are expected to submit annual reports to
the Association, and AABC visiting teams re-evaluate 1institutions either
when the annual reports indicate that a re-1nspection 1s advisable or approx-
imately every ten years after membership 1s granted

Association of Independent Colleges and Schools

The Association of Independent Colleges and Schools (AICS) was established
1in 1952 for institutions offering preparation for business careers 1n indus-
try, government, or the professions. Its Accrediting Commission, which was
initially recognized by the U.S. Commissioner of Education in 1956, currently
accredits approximately 550 institutions nationally, including 52 1in Califor-
pia. AICS views accreditation as an "1ndependent appraisal of an institution
during which 1ts overall educational quality, 1its professional status, and
1ts 1ntegrity 1s judged by 1ts peers” (1982, p. 12). Tts Accrediting Commis-
sion 1s composed of 11 members from accredited 1nstitutions who are elected
by the total AICS membership and five public members who are appointed by
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the AICS Board of Directors. Members serve terms of three years, with two
consecutive terms maximum.

Institutions that desire AICS accreditation must (1) be predom:inantly organ-
1zed to train students for business careers; (2) have been 1in continuous
operation for not less than two years; (3) have 1n operation at least ome
instructional program of not less than one academic year in length that is
principally residential, on the postsecondary level, and leads to an occupa-
tional objective or an academic credent:ial; and (4) be organized as a corpor-
ation.

AICS's accrediting standards include general provisions directing that (1)
educational programs are consistent with institutional objectives and accom-
panied by adequate resources; (2) competent faculty are active 1in the total
educational program of the institution, and (3) adequate resources are
available for library and laboratory facilities. More specific standards
are provided for business and specialized schools (regarding, for example,
faculty teaching loads and library resources) and for junior and senior
colleges (regarding, for example, degree requirements for the academic
staff) For jumior colleges awarding degrees 1in business, a minimum of 25
percent of their total 60 semester-hour program must be in general education.
For senior colleges, 30 percent of the total 120 standard semester-hour
program must be in general education.

AICS's accreditation process 1s the usual four steps of (1) the institutional
self-evaluation, (2) on-site visit, (3) aidentification of 1institutional
strengths and weaknesses by the team, and (4) action on the team report by
the Commission. Accreditation 1s granted for a maximum period of six years
for institutions "which are judged to be substantially in cempliance with
accreditation standards™ (p. 29)

Institutional fees for AICS sccreditation vary by the annual net tuition
income of the institution. For example, schools with net tuition income
between $50,000 and $100,000 pay an annual fee of $900, while those with
income between $900,000 and $1,000,000 pay $2,400.

National Associlation of Trade and Technical Schools

The National Association of Trade and Technical Schools (NATTS) was estab-
lished i1n 1965 to provide institutional accreditation for private residen-
tial schools offering occupationally oriented training 1n vocational and
technical careers. It currently accredits some 623 vocational schools,
approximately 90 of them i1n California. NATTS accreditation "1is intended to
be a means of (1) assisting good private trade and techmical schools to
become better schools; (2) assuring the public of high quality trade and
technical education offered by private schools; and (3) setting standards to
which all private trade and technical schools can aspire' (p. 1).

The NATTS Accrediting Commission 1s composed of nine members, five of whom
are employed by trade and technical schools and four of whom are identified
as ""public persons" from outside the industry. The members are selected by
the Association with the stated purpose of providing a balanced representa-
tion of "the interests of society generally and of the students and schools
that are an 1nextricable part of the total educational scene.”
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NATTS accreditation process and standards are generally similar to those of
other recognized agencies. Its typical visiting team consists of five
members, including (1) a management specialist from an accredited school 1n
a different geographical area and teaching non-competitive subjects; (2) an
education specialist familiar with occupation instruction methods; {3) a
subject specialist for each major occupational area for which training 1s
offered; and (4) a representative of the Commission who facilitates the
on-site review.

NATTS accreditation 1s awarded to institutions for a maximum of five years
after which a new review 1s conducted. Institutions are also required to
file annual reports with the Commission. Most NATTS-accredited institutions
grant certificates or diplomas to their graduates, but those that award

academic degrees must offer at least 25 percent of the curriculum in general
education or 1n general education related to occupational subjects, and

require a minimum of 60 semester hours for an associate degree or 120 semester
hours for a baccalaureate degree. Those awarding occupational degrees are
required to include at least 75 percent of the curriculum in occupational
areas and admit only students having a high school diploma or the equivalent.

NATTS accreditation fees include the expenses of the visiting team during
1ts review ($175 for each member for one day, plus $560 for each succeeding
day). Institutional fees vary with the gross tuition of the imstatutioen,
and Association members do not pay additional fees for reaccreditation
expenses.

National Home Study Council

The National Home Study Council (NHSC) was established 1in 1926, but 1its
accrediting was established in 1955. The Commission accredits both degree
and non-degree granting correspondence institutions. Currently, approximately
80 i1nstitutions are accredited, l4 of which maintain their offices 1in Cali-
formia.

The Council defines 1ts accreditation as "certification by a recognized body
that 2 school has veluntar:ily undergone a comprehensive study and examination
which has demonstrated that the school does in fact perform the functions

that 1t clamms . . . " (1980, p. 2). Its Accrediting Commission, composed

of four senmior executives of accredited home study schools and five members

selected to represent the public, is the only nationally recognized accred-

1ting agency with a majority of public members. Membership terms are three

years long, with the public members limited to three terms and the industry

representatives limited to two.

The NHSC accreditation process includes (1) the preparation of a self-evalu-
ation report, (2) a review and evaluation of all courses by subject matter

specialists selected by the Commission; (3) a survey of state departments of
education, consumer agencies, federal agencies, and randomly selected former
students to ascertain the school's reputation; (4) a visit to the school by

an examination team; (5) the preparation of a team report; and {6) review

and action on the report by the Accrediting Commission. JInstitutions are

expected to submit annual reports to the Commission, and they are re-exam-

ined every five years unless a change of ownership or evidence of serious

problems indicate a need for more immediate review.
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NHSC standards for accreditation include general provigeions concerning
institutional objectives, instructional materials, qualifred faculty, instai-
tutional financial rescurces, as well as more specific provisione concerning
tuition refund policies, advertising and promotional literature, training
and control of sales representatives, and adwission policies.

Each school accredited by NHSC pays an annual fee based on 1ts total cash
receipts from home study enroliments during the preceding calendar year,
plus annual membership dues.

SPECIALIZED ACCREDITATION IN CALIFORNIA

Specialized accreditation {also known as professional or programmatic accred-
itation) involves the approval of specific programs, disciplines, or curric-
ula within postsecondary institutions, rather than approval of the entire
institution. All specialized accrediting agencies recognized by the Secretary
of FEducation are national in scope, but the number of programs they have
accredited vary considerably, from fewer than 25 1in the fields of construc-
tion education and osteopathy to more than 500 in nursing, teacher education,
and music

Thirty-four speciralized associations recognized by the United States Secre-
tary of Education accredit programs in colleges and universities in California.
These associations range from the Foundation for Interior Design Educational
Research, which accredits a program at one college, to the Committee on
Allied Health Education and Accreditation, which accredits programs at 49
different colleges and umiversities in the State. Table 2 on pages 31-32
lists these associations and i1ndicates the number of Californra programs
that they have accredited.

Specialized accrediting agencies differ among themselves primarily in terms
of their membership or sponsoring organmization. Some, such as the National
Association of Schools of Art and Design and the Association of Theological
Schools i1n the United States and Canada are associations of institutions
organized primarily for the purpose of accreditation. They tend to be
similar to regional accrediting associations in philosophy and policy about
the functions of accreditation. However, the majority of specialized accred-
i1ting agencies are sponsored by and related to associations of i1pndividual
members of professions, such as the American Bar Association, the American
Dental Associetion, and the American Library Association. The remainder are
Jointly sponsored by individual and institutional associations and include
the National Architectural Accrediting Board, the Council on Education for
Publac Health, and the National Council for the Accreditation of Teacher
Education, which has ten constituent member organizations, among them the
American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education and the National
Education Association.

This difference among specialized accrediting agencies in sponsorship results
in differences of 1influence, with associations of institutions tending to

involve educators in decision making and individual-membership organizations
tending to i1nvolve professional practitioners. As a result, according to

-30-



TABLE 2 Specialized Accrediting Asscciations Recog_'nized by
the United States Secretary of Education and
Operating in california

Numbar of Califormya
Collegas Whare Programs
Associatien. Year Accreditation Undertaken., and Scape of Accreditation Were Accredited. 1982

4ccreditation Board for Engineering and Technology, Tnc , (1532) accredits ea-
gineering and engineering technology programs in the United States, Puerto Rico,
and American territeories and poseessions 26

Accrediting Commission on Educstion for Health Services Administration (1968)
accredits graduate programs in health administration in the United States
and Capada 2

Accrediting Council on Education in Journalism and Mass Communication (*943)
accredits professional journalism programs at the undergraduste and master’s -
degree levels in the fnited States 7

American Assembly of Collegiate Schools of Business {1919) accredits baccalau-
reate and master's degree pr#grams 1n business administration and managemeat
in the Upited States and Canada 19

American Association of Nurse Aneethetists (1931) accredits Prograns 1n cursge
anesthesiology through graduate levels in the United States 2

American Bar Asseciratice (1923) accredats law schools in the United States 15

American Board of Funeral Service Educaction (1946) accredits programs 1in
funersl service education oo the certificate, associate degrse, and paccalaureate
legree levels .o the United States 2

American Council vwn Pharmace%tlcal Education (1332) grants accreditation to

programs leading to tae first professional degree (baccalaurcate or aoctorate)

in pharmacy. 3
1

American Dental Associarticen (1940) accredits (1) dental education Drograms,

(2) dental specialty programs. (3) dental hygiens eyuacatisa programs, &) deotal

assisting education progrars, and (5) dental laboratory technology eduiatisn

programs in the United State A reciprocal agreement wrth the Council oo Ed-
ucation of the Canadian Dettal Association provides for recognition of Canadian
education programs accredited by that agency 37

American Dietetic Associaticn (1927) accredits coordinatad undergraduate programs
tn dietetics and post-baccalgureate degree interaship programs in the United
States and .ts territories 9

American Library Association [(1924) accredits pregrams 10 librarianship leading
to the first professional degree 1o the United States and Canada 4

American Medical Record Association (1328} accredats programs in medical record
admanistration and medical record technolegy in the United States and its terei-
teries -]

Arerican Occupationel The.apy Assouiation (1917 accredits educaticosal programe
for occupatiovnal therupists ﬁn the United States 3

American Optometric Assocration [1934) accredits profecsional programs in
optometry (O D }, asscciate dearee optcmetric techaician programs, and optometrac
resldency programs in the bnqted States and vanada P

imerican Physical Therapy Assoclation (1921) accredits associate degree through
gragudate pregramg for physical thorapists and asaistance in the United States 8

American Pediatry Association (1912) acrredits colleges ot podiatric medicine,
residency, znd assistact programs, and continuing professional education programs
tn the United States, and Canada 1

American Psychological Assaciatioan (1352) aceredits doctoral training pPrograms
in professional psychology and pre-doctoral latsrnsillp ¢raining programs in
clinical and counseling psycholcgy in the United States and Canada 3

American Sotiety of Landscape Architects 718%9) accredits baccalsureste degree

and graduate degree programs in landscape arcuaitecture .n the Unated States and

Canada 2
T T

o —— - ——— L]
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TABLE 2, Continued

— Number of California
Colleages Where Programs
Association. Year Accreditatron Undertaken. and Scope of Accreditation Are Accredited

Amerjican Speech-Language-Hearing Association (1925) accredits master's degree
programs in speech language pathology and/or audiology 1a the United Staces and
Canada 11

Americsn Veterinary Hedical Association (1863) accredits programs leading to the
firat prefessional degree (DVM or VMD) in veterinary medicine 1n the United
States and Canada 7

Association of Theelogical Schools (1918} accreditsn free standing theclogical

seminariet and schools, or schools/departments «ithin institutions offering

graduete programs in education for mimistry/priesthood 1o the United States |
and Canada 16

Committee on Allied Health Education and Accreditation (1933 accrzedits post=

secondary programs in 25 areas of allied health canging from the cecrtificate/

diplowa level through tle baccalaureate level and/or graduate certificate

level throughout tne nacion 49
The Council oo Chiropractic Eduth:on {(1971) accredits irnstitutrons offering pro=

fessional degrers 1n chiropractic education 1n the United States 2

Council on Education for Public Health (1974) accredats graduate schools and
programs of public health i1n the Un:ted States 5

Council on Social Work Educationm {1952} accredits baccalaureate and master's
degree programs of schools of social work 1o .he United States and Canada 13

Founaation for Interior Design Education Research (1%71) aceredits programs
1n interior design and interior architecture trom the jumior college throush
the graduate levels 1n the United States 1

Liaison Committee on Medical Education of the Council on Medical Education of

the Americat Medical Association and the Executive Council of the Association .
of American Medical Colleges (1942) accredits all programs in mdical education
leading to the M D degree Pribr to 1942, begincing in the late nineteenth
century, medical schools were reviewed and approved separate.y by the AAMC and
the AMA The American Medical Assaciation also accred:ts programs 1n two-year
1nstitutions &%

Naticnal Architectural Accrediting Board, Inc , (1940) accredits fivrst profes-
sional degree programs 1n architecture in the United States &

National Association for Practicsl Nurse Education and Service, Inc , (1941) accredits

bagsic (certificate/d:ploma) programs ana poast-basic courses ip practical/voca-

tional nurgang to the United States and 1ts territories 35
National Association of Schools Lf Art and Design (1944) accredits instituticns

and units (departments/programs)‘u1tnin 1nstitutions which offer associate,

baccalaureate, andfor graduyste degree programs 1m art, desijgn, and related disciplines 15

National Agsociation ot Schools of Music (1924) accredits .nstitutions anéd pro-
grams which offer assocrate, baccaliureate, and degree-zrant.ng programs ia
mugic and music-related disciplines 24
kational Council for Accredxtat1Ln of Teacher Education (1954} accredits bacca-

laureate and gradvuate degrea prohamu for the preparation of teachers and other

professional school personnel 10l the United States 14

National League for Nursing, InJ , (1952) accredits programs 10 nursing from tae
diploma through the graduate levels 1o the ‘United States 7

Society of American Foresters (1900) accredits orograms which culminate 1n a
first professional degree (B & lar higher) in forestry .n Lhe Umited Statzs 2

*Includes programs accredited by the AMA at the Community Colleges

Source The Council on PostsecTndaty Accreditation, 19832, and U S Department of Education, 19803i.

[
— ————————
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Robert Glidden, "one review 1s likely to be oriented more toward the interests
of the i1nstitution and the other toward the interests of the profession.

Certainly, one of the principal causes of tension that is reported between
institutional leaders and specialized accreditation 1s the question of who
1s being served by the accreditation process, the institution or the profes-
sion" (1983, p. 196).

Procedures of Speciahzed Accreditation

All specialized accrediting agencies generally use the same procedure 1n
reviewing and accrediting programs as other recognized accrediting agencies
(Petersen, 1979, pp. 74-99). However, unlike the six regional associations
that evaluate 1institutional performance primarily in terms of institutionally
stated objectives, they are more concerned with program compliance with
national standards established to assure adequate professional preparation.
All specialized accrediting agencies require institutional self study, but
some 1mpose the use of quite specific self-study guidelines, leading Glidden
to comment, "one of the commonly heard complaints about specialized accredi-
tation 1s that self-study requirements are excessive, calling for information
and particularly quantitative data that are superfluous to the task at hand"
(p. 198). On-site wvisits, which may 1nvolve anywhere from two to nine or
more participants, may cost the institution between $1,500 and $2,000 1n
direct expenses. Length of accreditation averages five years but varies
considerably among the agencies, ranging from a maximum of ten years for at
least six agencies to only one year for two agencies

Issues Regarding Specialized Accreditation

Considerable disagreement exists in the education community about the overall
merits of specialized accreditation. The Council on Postsecondary Accredi-
tation endorses specialized accreditation 1n certain fields, stating that
"specialized accreditation exists primarily for the purpose of providing
some assurance to the public of the quality of the education professionals
receive, a responsibility for which members of an organized or licensed
profession have traditionally been held accountable" (1981, p. 1). However,
some leaders in postsecondary education argue that since specialized accred-
1tation does not actually assess the competency of i1ndividuals who complete
professional programs, institutional accreditation should suffice for attest-
ing to the quality of an institution's total offerings, while professional
associations should abandon specialized accreditation and concentrate on
improving the licensing, certification, and continuing education of practi-
tioners (Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, 1982, pp
78-79). Such disagreements about specialized accredatation are substantaal
and relate to the following i1ssues.

e Professional associations tend to view accreditation as one of several
tools for protecting and promoting the status of the profession and its
practitioners. Emerging specialties may view accreditation of thear
programs as a means to gain leverage for resources within institutions,
while established professions may see 1t as a means of retaining leverage,
since more faculty, facilities, equipment, or higher salaries can be
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cited as necessary for meeting and maintaining accreditation by the
agency. Critics of accreditation argue that, in this way, programs in
fields with specialized accreditation may gain considerable power over
other fields 1n decisions about the allocation of resources within insti-
tutions. On the other hand, supporters of specialized accreditation
argue that specialized accrediting associations generally exist in occupa-
tional or professional fields in which educational programs are designed
to prepare persons for effective entry-level practice or employment. The
integrity of such programs 1s at stake in a unique way, simce the health,
welfare, and expectation of the public regarding professional proficiency
are involved The role of specialized accreditation is thus to identify
occupational or professional programs with sufficient resources to prepare
practitioners adequately for the fields in question. If an institution
has inadequate resources, the choice facing 1t 1s to either give greater
priority to the field in order to attain the expected level of professional
preparation or else get out of the field. Part of the function of special-
1zed accrediting associations, therefore, 1s to call attention to the
fact that some institutions offer inadequate occupational or professional
programs

College and university officials express concern about the increasing
number of specialized accrediting agencies. The Council on Postsecondary
Accreditation currently recognizes 37 specialized agencies -- only one
more than the number recognized by the National Commission on Accred-
iting, one of COPA's forerummers, 1in 1975 -~ but during the past five
years, more than 70 new specialized professional groups have inquired of
COPA about applying for its recognition as accrediting agencies. Moreover,
as noted above, 60 agencies are now recognized by the Secretary of Educa-
tron for specialized accreditation. (These numbers would appear to
indicate a great difference in the number of specialized agencies recog-
nized by COPA and the Secretary of Education, but the numbers are in fact
relatively close. The Secretary of Education separately recognizes all
16 Joint Review Committees under the Committee on Allied Health Education
and Accreditation, while COPA recognizes the Committee as a single,
umbrella agency. If COPA counted the Review Committees separately, 1ts
total would increase to 53.)

Specialized accreditation 1s not a totally voluntary option for postsec-
ondary institutions 1n those fields where graduation from an accredited
program 1s a requirement for individual licensure to practice. These
institutions feel pressure to offer programs that qualify their graduates
to sit for the licensure examinaticn.

The costs of multiple specialized accreditation are high, particularly
when faculty and staff time in the preparation of self-study reports are
added to association membership fees and the expenses of site visits.
Among respondents to a recent opinionm survey about accreditation conducted
for COPA, only 22 percent of the 483 presidents or chief academic officers
and only 16 percent of the 1,167 program heads agreed that "accreditation
1s toe costly for what it accomplishes (Pigge, 1979, p. 33). However,
costs could be reduced through greater cooperation and coordination among
agencies, particularly for universities that offer a number of specialized
programs eligible for accred:itation.

=-34-



e Specialized accreditation standards are often criticized as unnecessarily
quantitative, thereby inhibiting educational innovation and experi-
mentation and restricting institutional autonomy. A 1979 COPA study
concluded that the standards which particularly infringe on institutional
autonomy include requirements on specific numbers of faculty members,
faculty-student ratios, and faculty teaching loads (Petersen, 1979, p.
155). And in a recent report on "The Control of the Campus,™ the Carnegle
Foundation stated that '"the issue here 1s not whether professional programs
should meet high academic standards. It 1s, rather, how detailed those
standards should be; how they should be enforced; and most importantly,
whether specialized programs are to fit within the larger purposes of the
campus" (1983, p. 78).

Issues such as these are of concern not omnly to educators and the accrediting
agencies but also increasingly of the non-governmental and government agencies
that oversee and rely on accreditation.

ACCREDITATION OF LAW SCHOOLS IN CALIFORNIA

California 1s one of si1x states that does not require graduation from a law
school approved by the American Bar Association (ABA) as a requisite for
admission to the bar (Georgia, Indiana, Vermont, Washington, and Wyoming are
the other five) This 1s one of the major reasons why non-accredited law
schools developed in California to a much larger extent than 1in most other
states. To provide an alternative to ABA accreditation, Calafornia has
developed 1ts own accrediting program through the Committee of Bar Examiners
of the State Bar of California. Conseguently, there are three types of law
schools 1n California: those accredited by the ABA (16 institutions); those
accredited solely by the Committee of Bar Examiners (18 i1nstitutions); and
16 non-accredited law schools. Law schools which are either provisionally
or fully accredited by the ABA are automatically accepted as fully accredited
by the Committee of Bar Examiners. Consequently, there are technically 34
institutions accredited by the Committee of Bar Examiners.

The American Bar Association

The first accreditation standards for law schools were adopted by the ABA 1n
1921. Its Accrediting Committee of the Section of Legal Education and
Admissions to the Bar was established with the responsibility to recommend
and "effectuate measures for the improvement of the systems of pre-legal and
legal education in the United States; methods for inculcating in law students
the sincere regard for the ethics and morals of the profession necessary to
its high calling, and means for the establishment and maintenance 1in the
several states of adequate and proper standards of general education, legal
training, and moral character of applicants for admission to the Bar . -
(American Bar Association, 1983, p. 1}. The 13-member Accrediting Committee
is composed of six members from accredited institutions, two professional
practitioners, two public members, two State Supreme Court justices, and one
State Superior Court judge. Members are appointed by the chair of the
Council of the Section of Legal Education snd Admissions to the Bar for
one-year terms, with an unlimited number of terms permitted.

"
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Currently, 173 law schools in the pation are accredited by the ABA, waith
almost one-tenth of them in California. Schools that desire ABA accredita-
tion must (1) operate as a non-profit educational institution, (2) have
completed the first academic year of 1ts program, and (3) 1f they are for
university-based, be housed in a regionally accredited institution. The
ABA's accrediting standards include specific provisions 1in the areas of
educational programs, faculty, admissions, library, physical plant, and
principles of academic freedom and tenure. Among these standards are the
requirements that a school (1) not grant credit for study by correspondence,
(2) not offer to students, for academic credit or as a condition to gradua-
tion, 1instruction that 1s designed as a bar examination review course, (3)
employ no fewer than six full-time faculty members, in addition to a full-time
dean and a full-time law librarian, (4) maintain a law-school library that
contains all of the publications and materials identified by the Accrediting
Committee as necessary for the proper conduct of an educational program, (5)
provide each full-time faculty member with a private office, and (6) assure
study space in the law school library for at least 50 percent of day-school
enrollment or 35 percent of evening-school enrollment.

ABA's accreditation process consists of (1) completion of a comprehensive
feasibility study by ainstitutions not yet accredited or a self-study by
rnstitutions undergoing reaccreditation; (2) on-site rnspection usually
lasting four days by a four-member team; (3) distribution of a written team
report to members of the Accrediting Committee, with the chief executive
officer of the institution receiving a copy to confirm 1its accuracy; and (4)
action on the application first by the Accrediting Committee and second by
the House of Delegates of the ABA.

The Committee of Bar Examiners of the State Bar of Califorma

The Committee of Bar Examiners of the State Bar of California was established
in 1927 through the passage of the State Bar Act. The State Bar of Califor-
nia 1s a public corporation, and the Committee of Bar Examiners is the part
of the corporation empowered to accredit law schools in California  The
nine lawyer members of the 1l-member Committee are appointed by the Board of
Governors of the State Bar. The two non-lawyer members are appointed by the
public members of the Board of Governors of the State Bar Law schools are
not represented on the Committee.

To be accredited by the Committee, "a law school shall establish that its
paramount objective 1s to provide a sound legal education and that it is
accomplishing that objective. It shall do so by showing that it substant-
1ally complies with the standards" established by the Committee (Committee
of Bar Examiners, 1983, p. 1). These 11 standards appear 1n "Rules Regulating
Admission to Practice Law in California" as Rule XVIII They include provi-
sions regarding an adequate library and physical plant, a sound educational
program and admission policy, and a competent administrative head and faculty;
and they include the statement that '"preferably, the school shall not be
operated as a commercial enterprise or for private profit. In no eveant
shall a school permit profit considerations to dictate the quality of educa-
tion the school provides . . ." (Standard A, Section 182).
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An 1nstatution that desires accreditation by the Committee must first be
authorized by the State Superintendent of Public Instruction to award degrees
in Califormia. It must then file a written petition stating that i1t s
complies with the Committee's standards and submit any other information
requested by the Committee. It 1s then inspected by a Committee consultant,
with members of the Committee participating in the wvisit The consultant
files a written report with the Committee, and the school has the option of
commenting on the report prior to Committee review. The Committee does not
charge accreditation fees, but the school must reimburse the State Bar for
the actual expenses of the inspection visit or any consultation

During the past ten years, the Committee has not withdrawn accreditation
from any accredited school. Upon initial grant of accreditation, a school
18 on annual inspection until the further order of the committee and an
accredited school may be put on annual inspection 1f there 1s cause for
believing the school 1s not complying with the standards. Accredited schools
are visited at least once every five years. Its accreditation processes and
decisions are subject to review by the Supreme Court of California, but thus
far, only one school has petitioned the Supreme Court for review of the
Committee's determination, and i1ts petition was denied.

Besides 1ts accrediting function, the Committee of Bar Examiners also has
responsibility for the "oversight" of non-accredited law schools and corre-
gpondence law schools which operate in California. It requires these schools
to (1) file an annual report, {2) file a certification of all persons admitted
to the institution for each academic period, (3) maintain specified student
records, and (4) be open to visitation and inspection by the Committee at
any time that the school is open for any purpose. If the Committee decides
that the school 1s not in compliance with the requirements of Supreme Court
Rule 957 and Rule XIX of the "Rules Regulating Admission to Practice Law 1in
California" and 1s not taking action to move into compliance, 1t has the
authority to publish i1ts findings and send them to students enrclled in the
school, to the Supreme Court of California, and to the Attorney General.

Four important differences exist between the Committee of Bar Examiners and
other major accrediting associations operating in California 1in terms of
structure and operation.

e First, in contrast with other associations, the Committee 15 not recognized
and has not sought recognition by either the Secretary of Education or
COPA. Consequently, students attending institutions accredited solely by
the Committee are not eligible for federal student financial assistance
programs. (Such students are eligible, however, for State-funded graduate
fellowships.)

e Second, representatives of accredited schools are included in all accred-
1ting associations except the Committee of Bar Examiners.

¢ Third, law schools are limited to petitioning the California Supreme
Court for review of a Committee of Bar Examiners determination, whereas
1f other accrediting agencies appear to violate their criteria or proce-
dures in denying or terminating accreditation, an institution may appeal
for review to COPA as well as the Superior Court.
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e Fourth, the Committee of Bar Examiners 1s the only accrediting assocration
1n California created by statute and functioning clearly as a quasi-gov-
ernmental agency.

NON-GOVERNMENTAL OVERSIGHT OF ACCREDITATION

Non-governmental review and coordination of college- and university-level
accreditation 1s the function of the Council on Postsecondary Accreditation
(COPA), the educational community's accrediting agency of accrediting agen-
cies, which was created in 1975 by a merger of the Federation of Regional
Accrediting Commissions of Higher Education and the National Commission on
Accrediting. Despite some success in liamiting the proliferation of new
specialized accrediting agencies, the National Commission on Accrediting had
functioned as a rival to the loose national confederation of the six regional
accrediting bodies. By the 1970s, 1t was increasingly clear that some type
of strong overarching national organization for all accreditation was needed
1n order to avoid expanding federal and state governmental involvement 1in
postsecondary education. It was within this context that COPA came 1into
being (Puffer, 1970).

As a non-governmental organization, COPA works to "foster and facilitate the
role of accrediting agencies in promoting and 1insuring the quality and
diversity of American postsecondary education” {1982, p. 3). More specif-
ically, 1ts objectives are to:

e recognize accrediting associations that accredit institutaions
and programs of postsecondary education on the basis of demon-
strated need and specified standards

e provide national leadership for and understanding about post-
secondary accreditation

e provide services to the accrediting associations, postsecondary
educational institutions, and the public through such activities
as sponsoring and conducting research and facilitating coordi-
nation among accrediting associations (1982, p. 4).

The governance of COPA involves shared authority among groups that frequently
have divergent interests: the regional and national institutional accredit-
1ng agencies, specialized accrediting agencies, national postsecondary
organizations, chief executive and academic officers of postsecondary insti-
tutions, and representatives of the public. COPA first sought to represent
these varied interests through a 40-member governing board but in 1981
moved to a more efficient 19-member board and a five-member Executive Commit-
tee. Its funding comes primarily from annual dues of accrediting agencies
it has recognized and member national postsecondary organizations.

During the initial years of COPA's operations, 1its governing board identi-
fied five prioraities for attention:
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e dealing with the problems of proliferation and specialization
of accreditation

® evaluating educational quality and assessing educational out-
comes

# coping with the role of federal and state government in accred-
1tation

e establishing a nationwide education~information program on
accreditation

¢ selecting, training, and evaluating individuals who would
volunteer to work in accreditatien visits (Council on Postsec-
ondary Accreditation, 1979, p. 7)

Regarding the first of these priorities, since 1ts creation, some 120 groups
have expressed interest ain gaining COPA's recognition as an accrediting
body. According to Charles Chambers, former acting president of COPA, "all
these organizations have been advised by COPA's staff that their aspirations
are premature, 1n one way or another, and that they are so grossly out of
compliance with key COPA provisions that recognition would probably not be
grented" (Chambers, 1983, p. 402). However, since COPA recognition 1s
voluntary, many of these groups have actually started accrediting without
1ts approval simply by establishing their own eligibility requirements and
seeking 1nvitations to visit campuses. (An example 1s the National Associa-
tion for Private Nontraditional Schools and Colleges, which has accredited
California-based degree-granting institutions among 1ts dozen or 5o members.)

COPA's position concerning the establishment of new accrediting agencies 1s
threefold: (1) a need must be demonstrated for any new accrediting agency;
(2) every program within an institution does not need to be accredited; and
(3) the time demands, costs, and conflicts of multiple accreditations should
be minimized. Agencies seeking COPA recognition must successfully complete
a two-phase preapplication process prior to making fermal application. In
the first phase of the process, the agency 1s encouraged to demonstrate in
some detail the need for accreditation in its field. If 1t can do thas
satisfactorily, 1t i1s encouraged in Phase II to demonstrate 1its accrediting
capacity; otherwise 1t 1s discouraged from continuing further. Since comple-
tion of the preapplication process 1s a requisite for formal application to
COPA, relatively few agencies actually apply for COPA membership. Techni-
cally, only one agency has applied for recognition during the past four
years -- the Association for Advanced Rabbinical and Talmudic Schools, which
was granted recognition 1in 1982. However, since 1982, 16 agencies have
expressed serious interest in seeking COPA recognition, and four of these
are currently in the preapplication process

Regarding 1ts second priority, COPA has worked on the issue of evaluating
educational quality with emphases on nontraditional education, off-campus

programs, and graduate education. It received funding from the W. K. Kellogg
Foundation to study the accreditation of nontraditional education and con-
cluded that accrediting bodies should expand their assessment of educational
outcomes and use the same approach for all types of institutions and programs,
whether conventional or nontraditional. It has also developed policy guide-
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lines for use by the Department of Defense and the regional accrediting
commissions 1n reviewing off-campus programs on military bases.

COPA has also played an active role in seeking to delimit and clarify the
federal and state roles as they affect non-govermmental accreditation. For
example, 1n 1974, the Office of Education had begun to require that for
continued recognition, accrediting associations demonstrate their capability
and willingness to "foster ethical practice such as nondiscrimination and
equitable tuition refunds, encourage experimental and 1innovative programs,
and include representatives of the public in . decision making" (Federal
Register, 1974), despite the fact that no statutory authority existed for
these requirements. Through COPA, the acc¢rediting associlations have resisted
this federal government requirement while at the same time placing greater
emphasis themselves on monitoring the ethical practices of postsecondary
institutions as a means to avolid further federal intrusion in postsecondary
operations.

Thus far, COPA has not made as much progress on 1ts other priorities of
establishing a nationwide effort to explain the rele and value of accredita-
tion and designing a large-scale effort to train volunteers for accreditation
visits. Nonetheless, during 1ts eight vears of operation, it has demonstrated
that it can play an important role i1in the non-governmental oversight of
accreditation, seeking to balance the roles of institutional and specialized
accrediting agencies and providing assurance that its recognized agencies
fulfill an appropriate need and meet established criteria designed to protect
the integrity of postsecondary institutions. It has achieved this success
despite the fact that 1t functions both as an advocate for and monitor of
accrediting bodies and despite 1ts significantly different influence in
comparison with that of the Secretary of Education regarding agency recogni-
tion., Its recognition i1s voluntary and signifies peer approval of the
agency by other members of the academic and accrediting communities, whereas
recognition by the Secretary of Education 1s directly related to 1nstitutional
eligibility to receive federal funds and 1s, therefore, a mandatory govern-
mental review 1f an imstitution desires federal funds. Thus being recognized
by the Secretary of Education as a "reliable authority as to the quality of
training offered by an educational institution" presents new accrediting
assoclations with an expedient route to achieving national acceptance and
reputation without seeking COPA recognition.

As might be expected, some associations thus tend to organize themselves to
match federal regulations and guidelines rather than those of COPA and spend
considerable time, effort, and money to get on the government's recognized
list. According to Charles Chambers, ambitious asscciations prepare documents
"in the form required by federal staff so that a satisfactory recommendation
for listing will be forthcoming. Regardless of the social need for a new
accrediting body or i1ts commitment to the educational and public sector
mission of accreditation, 1ts bylaws, handbooks, standards, and review
procedures can be made to contain all the right words, be arranged in the
right order, and be presented in the right fashion. This approach 1s clearly
only a pantomine of academic principles" (1983, p. 354). In short, the
wmpetus for them to seek COPA recognition through responding to demonstrated
educational needs has been replaced by seeking to achieve influence through
federal recognition.
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In addition, since the federal government and COPA do not recognize all the
same agencies -- with the Cosmetology Accrediting Commission, for example,
recognized only by the Secretary of Education and the American Council for
Construction Education recognized only by COPA -- questions naturally exist
about the reliability and quality of those agencies recognized by only one.
Some accrediting associations recognized by COPA have chosen not to seek
federal recognition since they operate in areas in which federal recognition
for funding purposes 183 not relevant. Of the accrediting associations
recognized by the federal government but not by COPA, at least three are not
eligible for COPA recognition because they are not clearly postsecondary.

In the late 1970s, the Carter Administration sought to sever the link between
accreditation and institutional eligibility for federal funds by basing
eligibilaty entirely on other criteria tham accreditation. Its efforts were
opposed and ultimately defeated, however, through vigorous lobbying by
accrediting agencies -- despite their complaints about their quasi-govern-
mental role because of this link. Today, both federal officials and those
of accrediting agencies and COPA acknowledge significant problems with the
current arrangement of separate federal and COPA recognition, but there
seems to be a general commitment to work for the improvement of the current
relationship rather than attempting to establish an entirely new one.

During the past two years, COPA, in cooperation with the State Higher Educa
tion Executive Officers Association (SHEEQ) has inaitiated an 1mportant
project concerning the ntilization of telecommunications in the delivery of
postsecondary education services. The primary objective of the Project on
Assessing Long Distance Learning Via Telecommunications {(Project ALLTEL) is
to develop a set of common standards and policies by which accrediting and
State authorizing agencieg can review educational programs delivered by
electronic media. This project, which 1s supported by a grant from the Fund
for the Improvement of Postsecondary Education (FIPSE) should be completed
in 1984, and provide the basis for both reasonable and consistent regulation
by State oversight agencies of the new technologies, as well as a process
for quality assurance and egelf-regulation through non-governmental accredi-
tation.

COPA has received a grant from the Ford Foundation to work with accrediting
assoclations on the development of a common data base for use i1n conmection
with self-studies and institutional and program reporting. The three-fold
objective of this common data base is to (1) reduce the cost to imnstitutionms
of different forms of data requests, (2) help institutions intermalize both
the institutional and professional accrediting processes, and (3) facilitate
interagency cooperation. COPA has also established three different task
forces to work on the issues of validity and reliabality, disclosure and
confidentiality, and institutional and association rights and responsibilities
in the accrediting process.

CALIFORNIA STATE REVIEW OF DEGREE-GRANTING INSTITUTIONS

Independent and pravate institutions ain Califormia are eligible to award
academic degrees 1f they meet one of three requirements: (1) accreditation

-4]1-



by 2 national accrediting association recognized by the United States Secre-
tary of Education, by the Western Association of Schools and Colleges, or by
the California Committee of Bar Examiners; (2) approval by the State Superin-
tendent of Public Instruction; or (3) authorization by the Superintendent.
(Summary information about these three classifications 1s provided on Table
3 below.) As discussed below, the aunthorization provision has historically
existed in California as a means by which both new educational institutions
can be started and existing institutions can operate with little or no
governmental oversight. The approval provision is the highest level of
State review, with an assessment made of the overall quality of each program.
As discussed previously, the accreditation provision allows an institution
to substitute periodic peer review through an accrediting association for
review by the State oversight agency -- the Office of Private Postsecondary
Education 1n the Department of Education.

TABLE 3 Provisions for Degree-Granting Authority in California

by Private Postsecondary Education Institutions as of
January 1984

Provision

Agency Responsible 1.

for Oversight

Type of Review

Components of
the Review
Process

Accreditation

A nationally rec-
ognized accredi-
ting association;

. Western Associa-

tion of Schools
and Colleges

. California Com=-

mittee of Bar
Examiners

Institutional

Self study; peer
evalustion; gqual-
ity assessment

through the use
of standards
developed by
member institu-
tions

Length of Time
Recognition
Granted by the
Agency

Number of
Instituticns
Involved

Source:
Educatzon.

Ten years

185 1nstitutions
are currently
accredited

42~

Approval

California

State Department
of Education,
for the Super-
intendent of
Public Instruc-~
tion

Programmatic

Self study; peer
evaluation,
quality assess-
ment through use
of practices

and standards

of accredited
institutions as
as criteria

Three years

69 institutions
currently offer
approved degree
programs

Authorization

California

State Department
of Education,

for the Superain-
tendent of Publaic
Instruction

Institutional

Full discleosure
statement; veri-
cation of truth-
fulness and
accuracy of thas
statement, but
no evaluation or
quality assessment

Three years

190 institutions
are currently
authorized

Office of Private Postsecondary Education, Califormia Department of



The approval process by the Department of Education involves the review of
the i1nstitution and the certification that 1t has the facilities, financial
resources, administrative capabilaties, faculty and other educational exper-
tise and resources necessary for the degree programs. Education Code Section
94310(b) states that the Superinteundent shall determine both that "the
curriculum 1s consistent in quality with curricula offered by established
institutions" and "the course for which the degree 18 granted achieves 1ts
professed or claimed objective for higher education.” As of January 1984,
69 institutions have been reviewed by the Superintendent and approved to
grant degrees pursuant to this section of the law.

The yardstick utilized by the State Department of Education in the evaluation
of educational programs 1s the practices and standards of "accredited insti-
tutions of higher education, public and private, which offer saimilar programs”
(California State Department of Education, 1982, p. 21). Five criteria for
approval are stipulated in the law and developed 1n more detail in the
Administrative Code which the Department uses 1n 1ts evaluation (Califormia
State Department of Education, 1979, p. T):

(a) Financial Stability. The institutions shall maintain assets
sufficient to ensure capability of fulfilling the specific program
to enrolled students.

(b) Faculty. Faculty resources shall 1include personnel who
possess degrees from United States Office of Education recognized
accredited institutions in the proposed degree major fields(s) and
1in sufficient number to provide the proposed educational services.

{(c) Course of Study. The educational services shall clearly
relate to the proposed degree(s) objectives, be comparable 1in
scope and sequence to minimum standards of comparable degree
programs 1in accredited institutions recognized by the U.5. Qffice
of Education, and shall, in the judgment of the visiting committee,
ensure quality educational services to the degree candidate.

(d) Facilit:ies. Facilities must relate to the defined degree
objectaves. The stated educational services define the needed
facilities, and the wvisiting committee must express a judgment
that the facilities available are sufficient to ensure the student
quality educational services.

(e) Degree Requirements The specified institutional require-
ments for the degree(s) shall be evaluated against established
standards for similar degrees in accredited 1nstitutions. The
student 18 to be assured that the degree so approved shall not

deviate substantially from all other such degrees as a mark of

learning, although the processes 10 a particular institution may
deviate markedly from those occurring 1n other imstitutional

settings.

The procedures for review utilized by the Department are similar to those
used in the accreditation review process. After the institution prepares a
self-study report, the Department assembles a committee of educators from
accredited and approved imstitutions to visit the 1imstitution and review 1ts
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educational program. The committee report and staff recommendations are
submitted to the Council for Praivate Postsecondary Educaticnal Institutions
for 1ts review and comment (The Council is a 15-member advisory committee
to the Superintendent of Public Instruction on issues regarding private
postsecondary education in California. Its members, which include seven
individuals who represent private institutions, are named either by the
Senate Rules Committee, the Speaker of the Assembly, or the Superintendent
of Public Instruction. Three ex-officio members also serve on the Council,
including the director of the California Postsecondary Education Commission
or his or her designee.) Based upon the report prepared by the review team
and the comments of the Council, the Superintendent can decide to approve
none, some, or all of the institution's degree programs by the institution.

While similarities thus exist 1n the standards and procedures of State
approval and non-governmental accreditation, the two processes are not
equivalent. For example, accredatation standards include several criteria
such as institutional integrity, governance and administration, and student
services that are not included in the approval process. In addition, regional
accreditation reviews the entire institution, while State approval reviews
each program separately. For example, an institution that applies to have
ten different degree programs approved by the Department may end up with
only two determined to have met State standards., However, under current
State law, the institution may continue to offer the other eight degree
programs through the State authorization process, which includes no qualita-
tive review of the institution.

This aspect of the law 1s particularly confusing to the public, since an
institution which carries the label of State approval for i1ts educational
offerings may have only one of a full range of programs actually approved by
the State. Thus of the 69 institutions currently approved to offer degrees
in California, 25 have also been authorized to offer other degrees without
any qualitative review by the State. Among these 69 institutions, 25 offer
degrees primarily in the behavioral sciences, 12 offer degrees primarily in
religion and theology, and eight offer degrees primarily in allied health.
During the past four years, the Departwent has approved approximately 60
percent of the degree programs for which formal application has been submitted.
(Appendix D contains a detailed explanation of the State approval process
and standards and lists the degree programs approved by the Superintendent
of Public Instruction.)

This State-approval process 1s substantially different from State "authoriza-
tion" for the recognmition of degree-granting institutions "Authorized"
institutions essentially operate in California without meeting any educational
standards They are required to demonstrate fiscal responsibility by main-
taining 550,000 in net assets solely for the purpose of education and to
make a public disclosure about several items including institutional objec-
tives, the curriculum, faculty and their qualifications, physical facalities,
and administrative personnel. But the authority of the State oversight
agency 1s limited to verifying the accuracy of the disclosure statement, and
the authorization to operate may be denied only 1f the disclosure 1s 1naccur-
ate.

Approximately 180 authorized institutions currently offer degrees in Califor-
nia. While some institutions use this status as a means to begin an operation
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before moving toward either State approval or non-governmental accreditation,
many choose to remain as authorized institutions, thereby operating relatively
free of government regulation. The California Postsecondary Education
Commission has been critical of the authorization provision of the Education
Code, concluding in a 1981 report that "there 1s reasonable evidence to
conclude that the integrity of academic degrees 1s being threatened by the
educational program offered by some of the authorized institutions" (p. 11)
In a subsequent report (1983a), the Commission supported recommendations

from a legislatively mandated committee to implement standards for the
quality review of authorized institutions.
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PART TWO

CALIFORNIA STATE GOVERNMENT AND ACCREDITATION

Historically, non-governmental accrediting associations and State agencies
responsible for postsecondary education 1n California have maintained a
positive and constructive relationship. This relationship has been based on
a mutual understanding that the licensure of 1nstitutions by the State and
the accreditation of institutions by non-governmental associations serve two
very separate but complementary purposes.

e Licensure 1s a governmental regulatory activity by which the State grants
institutions the authority to operate and award degrees and diplomas, and
by which 1t determines that institutions have mei minimum acceptable
standards of educational quality and consumer protection.

e Accreditation 1s the process of ongoing peer and professional review of
institutional operations that institutions may utilize as a means of
improving their effectiveness and qualaty

When educat:iomal accrediting agsociations initially developed 1n America,
they were clearly voluntary, private associations. This situation has
substantially changed, however, as a result of both public and governmental
reliance on the judgments of these agencies, with accreditation now having
assumed many public responsibailities. For example, 1n California the State
has increasingly turned to accrediting assoclations for specific assistance
in the following seven areas:

e assuring and increasing the quality of educational programs of fered by
public, independent, and private postsecondary snstitutions in California;

e monitoring independent and private institutions to assure their compliance
with minimum standards for consumer protection and educational quality;

e monitoraing institutional refund policies to assure consumer protection;

e 1dentifying 1institutions and programs which are worthy of participating
in State-~funded student assistance Programs;

e 1dentifying 1nstitutions which offer professional training programs of
sufficient quality that they can be relied on 1n the licensure of practi-
tioners;

e 1dentifying teacher education programs offered 1n California which are
considered to be of sufficient quality to merit review by the State
Commission on Teacher Credentialing; and

e monitoring the operations of out-of-state imnstitutions offering educa-

ticnal programs 1in California, to assure that these programs comply with
mipimum standards within the State for educational quality
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But at the same time, State reliance on accreditation has led to some confu-
sion between the roles of accreditation and State approval in the areas of
consumer protection, institutional eligibility for participation in financial
aid programs, and the licensure of professional practitioners. Independent
and private postsecondary institutions are now placed in the paradoxical
situation whereby they can comply with the highest available level of quality
review by the State agency responsible for their oversight -- the Office of
Pravate Postsecondary Education in the Department of Education -- but still
not be eligible to participate in State-funded financial assistance programs,
or enroli students who, upon graduation, are eligible to take State tests
for licensure in various occupations.

The California Postsecondary Education Commission believes that much of the
State's reliance on accreditation deserves endorsement and continuation
rather than change. At the same time, i1t believes that the State should
maintain a strong, rigorous process for the qualitative review of educational
institutions as part of 1ts constitutional responsibilities for the chartering
and licensure of postsecondary institutions, and that change 1s needed 1in
the existing process to achieve this goal. As a result, in the following
pages the Commission offers conclusions and recommendations not only about
the State's dependence on accreditation but also on 1ts current policies and
procedures for State approval.

ASSURING AND INCREASING EDUCATIONAL QUALITY

California relies on accreditation as an indicator of excellence 1in education.
Accrediting standards are periodically reviewed and revised through a lengthy
process of discussion among educators in order to identify the issues and
practices that they feel underlie educational quality and institutional
integrity. The accreditation process of the Western Association of Schools
and Colleges alone, for example, annually involves approximately 500 educa-
tors from various institutions within California and selected western states
visiting other educational institutions and talking with representatives of
those institutions about methods to improve their educational program.

In addition, accrediting associations have a series of alternative actions
available to them in helping stimulate accredited institutions to make
changes necessary to maintain association standards, including the requirement
of interim reports from or visits to i1nstitutions. Thus during the past ten
years, the Senior Commission of WASC has 1ssued 40 negative actions --
erther warning, probation, or show cause orders -- with some of these negative
sanctions applied more than once to the same institution In two instances,
accreditation was terminated but reinstated after the review process.
During the same time, the Community College Commission has i1ssued nine
negative actions and has terminated the accreditation of four institutions.
Thus the major accrediting association operating in California not only has
a process in place to work with institutions to maintain educational standards
but utilizes sanctions when they are needed.

Even though major independent and public institutions probably rightly
assume that WASC will neither terminate their accreditation nor use major
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sanctions of warning, probation, or show-cause orders against them 1f 1t
1dent1fies weaknesses of quality, for them the accrediting process provides
a means for i1mstitutional self-study and peer consultation to 1mprove their
educational program.

Another indicator of the role of accrediting associations 1n assuring quality
15 the number of formal complaints filed against accredited and nonaccredited
anstitutions with the State oversight agency -- the Office of Private Postsec-
ondary Education in the State Department of Education As Table 4 shows, in
the past three years 46 complaints were filed against institutions accredited
by WASC, of which 24 (52%) were dismissed as i1nvalid, four (9%) were corrected
by the school, and 15 (33%) were referred to WASC staff for resolution.
[Information 1s not available about the status of the remaining three com-
plaints (8%).] During the same period, 417 complaints were filed against
institutions accredited by national accrediting bodies (NATTS, AICS, and
NHSC), with 176 of them (42%) dismissed as invalid, 91 resolved by the
schools' corrective actions or by mutual compromise (22%), 45 referred to
the accrediting agencies for resolution (11%), and seven were referred back
to the complainant for personal civil action (2%) Finally, a total of 936
complaints were filed against non-accredited institutions. These data
indicate that although accredited institutions enrcll more students annually
in California than non-accredited institutions, considerably more complaints
(approximately 67 percent in the past three years) are filed against non-
accredited than accredited institutions.

The California Postsecondary Education Commission thus concludes that the
State should continue to consider accreditation as a major method to monitor
and promote educational quality. At the same time, the State should not
rely exclusively on accreditation for this purpose. Among the State's
public colleges and universities, campus and systemwide offices have an
important rele to play 1n monitoraing and promoting quality, and their respons-
ibilities should not be delegated to accrediting associations. The Chancel-
lor's Office of the California Community Colleges 1s currently working on a
joint project with the Accrediting Commission for Community and Junioer
Colleges to define more explicitly their mutual responsibilities for monitoring

TABLE 4 Total Written Complaint Allegations Filed with the State
Oversight Agency Against Accredited and Non-Accredited
Institutions in California, 1980-81 -~ 1982-83

Institutions Accredited Institutions
by Institutional Accredited
Accrediting Agencies by Other Non-Accredited

WASC  NATTS  AICS  NHSC Agencies Institutions Total
1980-81 8 31 24 67 3 371 504
1981-82 27 66 69 68 8 344 582
1982-83 11 38 28 * 26 221 324
Total 46 135 121 135 37 936 1,410

#*Included 1n the total for "other accrediting agencies "

Source: Office of Private Postsecondary Education.
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educational guality. Similar public discussions should be inmitiated by the
systemwide administrations of the State University and the Unaversaity of
California with the Senior Commission of WASC. But neither the Board of
Governors of the California Community Colleges nor the governing boards and
administrative officers of the University and State Upiversity should dele-
gate to accrediting commissions their own responsibilities of assessment and
improvement. The Commission therefore recommends:

RECOMMENDATION 1. Because non-governmental accreditation serves
important functions that should be protected and preserved, accred-
itation should remain a non-governmental activity, and the State
should not imitiate activities designed to replace or inhibit its
role in promoting educational quality.

In addition, the State should maintain a sufficiently thorough gquality
review and approval process for all independent and private institutions, so
that (1) the public in general as well as other State agencies can rely upon
this process in i1dentifying institutions with worthwhile educational programs,
(2} institutions can have the option to join or not join non-governmental
assoclations, and (3) accrediting associations can continue their important
activities without the fear of intervention by various political and economic
interests within the State.

The State Department of Education, in carrying out 1ts approval responsibil-
ities, has taken a major step i1n this direction by using some of the standards
and practices of accredited institutions as guidelines for the review of
non-accredited institutions. Moreover, 1t includes educators from accredited
institutions in 1ts visiting committees at most i1nstitutions. A major
weakness in this process, however, is that an institution may operate and
advertise 1tself as approved wher only one of several programs have been
approved as meeting State standards of guality Many of the schools which
operate 1n this category are attempting tc be creative and innovative 1n
educational delivery systems, 1n range of programs offered, and in methods
of assessing learning. These institutions therefore need time to start
programs in order to determine whether or not they are going to be successful.
At the ssme time, the public 18 entitled to protection from an institution
that continually advertises 1tself as "State approved" but that offers only
& few approved degree programs among i1ts several offerings.

The Commission believes that the maintenance of a strong State review process
neither lessens the critical importance of accreditation nor moves the State
intc the role of an accrediting agency or implies that accreditation and
State approval are equivalent. In order to assure and increase educat:ional
quality 2n California postsecondary education, the Commission therefore
recommends :

RECOMMENDATION 2  Californmia should continue to utilize the two
separate processes of non-governmental accreditation and State
approvel for independent apd private institutions as they perform

different yet complementarv functions. Efforts should be made to
strengthen both processes wherever possible.
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RECOMMENDATION 3. The State-approval process for degree-granting
institutions should continue to be programmatic approval but it
should be revised to stipulate that an 1nstitution cannot advertise
itself as having State approval status untal all of its degree
programs have been qualitatively reviewed and approved by the
State's oversight agency.

RECOMMENDATION 4. To provide an opportunity for an imstitution
with institution-wide programmatic approval to add a new program
on a tentative basis, after operating with approval status for at
least two years, it should be eligible to offer a maximum of one
upapproved program for a period of no lopger than three years.
After that period, the program should be expected to achieve State
approval or be eliminated.

MONITORING INDEPENDENT AND PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS
TO ASSURE THEIR COMPLIANCE WITH MINIMUM STANDARDS

Independent and private degree and non-degree-granting i1nstitutions are
eligible to operate in California as a result either of accreditation by an
accrediting association recognized by the U 5. Secretary of Education or of
approval or authorization by the Superintendent of Public Instruction or
(for selected vocational schools) by the Department of Consumer Affairs
Institutions that operate in California on the basis of their accredited
status are not subject to State oversight of their academic or vocational
programe, and they are assumed to cperate in compliance with the minimum
consumer protection provisions required of non-accredited institutions.

This exemption from State oversight for accredited institutions creates an
anomaly in public peolicy. Wwhile accrediting associations require that an
anstitution be approved by the State before i1t can be accredited, California
policy provides that after an institution 1s accredited, 1t 1s thereby
automatically licensed, and only 1in situations when there 1s "substantial
evidence of violation" by the institution of the standards of the respon-
sible accrediting agency can the State approval agency make further investi-
gation. In those situations when 1ts investigation leads to the conclusion
that the ainstitution is violating these accrediting standards, the State
agency has the option of publicizing the results of the 1nvestigation,
requesting that the institution improve its operations, or submitting the
evidence to the Attorney General for possible court action. However, accord-
ing to an opinion of the Attorney General, 1t has "no authority to deny,
suspend, or revoke, for cause, an 'authorization to operate' with respect to
a private postsecondary educational institution holding an accreditation

." (No. 79-415, October 10, 1979). The ability of the State to remove
the license of an accredited imstitution which 1s not in compliance with
State law is restricted by current law, as that authority has been delegated
to the accrediting associations.

Since the enactment of the California legislation in 1977, the Office of
Private Postsecondary Education has sought unsuccessfully to remove the
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license of an accredited ipnstitution that 1t considered to be 1n non-com=
pliance with the State's minimum standards. Thas 1nability of the State to
remove the licemse of an 1institution that is not 1n compliance with State
law differs signmificantly from the situation in other states. A Commission
staff review of such other states as Florida, Illinois, Massachusetts, New
Jersey, New York, Ohio, and Pennsylvania demonstrates that California 1s
unique among them i1n giving up 1ts statutory responsibility for the continued
licensure of private institutions to a non-governmental agency. Similarly,
1ts practice differs from the recommendation of the Education Commission of
the States in 1ts 1973 Model State Legislation that although states should
use accreditation as possible evidence of compliance with statutory minimum
standards, a state should not abrogate '""its statutory responsibility through
substitution of accreditation for 1independent review and action” (p. 12).
Therefore, the Commission recommends.

RECOMMENDATION 5. The State should continue to rely on accrediting
associations to exercise primary responsibility for the oversight
of accredited independent and private institutions. Nevertheless,
when available evidence suggests 2 reasonable probabilaty of
non-compliance by an accredited institution with State standards
for approval, the State oversight agency should work with the
accrediting association to correct the situation. The State
agency should provide the accrediting association with all available
evidence and reguest the associlation to provide a written response
to the specific 1ssues raised by the State. As a last resort,
however, 1f the 1ssues st11l remain unresolved after the accrediting
association has had a reasonable period of time to work with the
institution, the State should have the author:ty, after exhausting
all administrative procedures necessary 1o 1nSure the involved
institution due process of law, to rescind the license of an
accredited institution which 1s pot in compliance with State
standards.

MONITORING INSTITUTIONAL REFUND POLICIES
TO ASSURE CONSUMER PROTECTION

State law provides a set of minimum standards for consumer protection for
students and prospective students of praivate postsecondary institutions.
Accredited institutions, however, are exempted from compliance with these
Provisions, apparently on the assumption that the consumer protection stan-
dards of the accrediting associations are higher than those maintained by
the State for non-accredited institutiouns.

This assumption 1s generally accurate 1n all areas except for tuition refunds
for a student withdrawing from an institution prior to completion of the
course of study. Non-accredited ainstitutions are required by the State to
provide tuitlon refunds unt1l a student has completed at least 50 percent of
the course of study. Both the National Association of Trade and Technical
Schools and the Association of Independent Colleges and Schools require, as
a minimum, that students be entitled to tuition refunds until they have
completed over 50 percent of the course. However, public and i1ndependent
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degree-granting institutions accredited by other agencies vary comsiderably
from the minimum standard required for non-accredited degree-granting insti-
tutions

The Senior Commission of the Western Association of Schools and Colleges
requires that institutions have "a well-publicized and uniformly admin-
1istered policy regarding fee refunds, consistent with customary standards™
(1982, p. 50). However, in practice, most refund policies of WASC-accredited
institutions are less oriented toward the needs of the student than are
non-accredited, degree-granting schools, and the policies vary considerably
from the requirements maintained by national accrediting associations for
their member institutions.

The need for some uniformity in refund policy among both public and indepen-
dent institutions has been recognized by the American Council on Education
and other national associations as well as by the California Postsecondary
Education Commission. For example, in the Council's "Polacy Guidelines for
Refund of Student Charges," which were drafted by the National Associration
of College and University Business Officers, the Council has recommended
that "the imstitution should refund at least 25 percent of the tuition
charge 1f written notification of withdrawal 1s made during the first 25
percent of the academic period.” The Council also concludes that it ais
reasonable to "refund tuition charges on a sliding scale 1f a student with-
draws from his or her program prior to the end of the first 25 percent of
the academic period unless state law imposes a more restrictive refund
policy"” (American Council on Education, August 1979, p. 2). And 1n a previous
report on State regulation of private postsecondary institutions, the Post-
secondary Education Commission concluded that "private and public degree-
granting schools vary considerably in their refund provisions; most are less
oriented toward the needs of the student than are accredited nondegree-
granting pravate schools . . . There 1s a need for greater uniformity in
minimum refund provisions so that students receive equal treatment in all
posteecondary institutions" (1976, p. 94). The Commission then recommended
that policies should be adopted so that all accredited and non-accredited
institutions provide partial tuition refund until the student has completed
51 percent of the academic program.

With one exception, students who attend all accredited and non-accredited
degree-granting institutions in California are entitled to some refund of
their tuition charges until they have completed 50 percent of the program.
The only exception is students at those institut:ions accredited by WASC
which have not voluntarily adopted such a policy, since WASC does not require
any specific policy from its member institutions In contrast, the other
institutional accrediting associations operating in California have chosen
to adopt policies which are even more restrictive than that required by the
State. Because WASC-member 1institutions, differ greatly, ranging from large
public universities to small single-purpose private institutioms, a specific
uniform refund policy 1s probably not desirable. Nevertheless, WASC guide-
lines for 1ts member institutions could be more helpful i1n stimulating the
review of existing policies to assure that diversity among the institutions
doez not jeopardize the legitimate rights of students

Therefore, 1in order to assure more equitable protection for students attend-
ing WASC-accredited institutions, the Commission recommends:
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RECOMMENDATION 6 The Senior and Community College Commissions of
the Western Association of Schools and Colleges should review
their current guidelines for tuition refund as well as the "Policy
Guidelines for Refund of Student Charges™ drafted by ' the National
Association of College “and University Business Officers, to deter-
mine if more specific guidelines on this issue should be implemented
by the two commissions.

IDENTIFYING INSTITUTIONS ELIGIBLE TO PARTICIPATE
IN STATE-FUNDED STUDENT ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS

California State policy of relying on accreditation for determining institu-
tional eligibility for participation 1in State-funded student assistance
programs has resulted in the anomaly that some institutions that meet the
highest existing State standards for licensure to award degrees or diplomas
cannot benefit from these programs because they have not applied for or have
been denied recognition by non-governmental accrediting associations.

At the undergraduate level, State law currently restricts eligibility for
State aid programs to those institutions that participate in at least two of
the federal government's three campus-based student aid programs and whose
students participate in the federal Basic Educational Opportunity Grant
Program. The Legislature adopted this policy in order to maximize financial
a1d resources for students by requiring that institutions participate in the
full range of federal assistance programs, with State student aid funds used
to supplement, rather than supplant, federal funds. One 1mplication of this
policy, however, is that the State hae thereby adopted the federal eligibil-
1ty requirement that institutions be either accredited or candidates for
accreditation by a nationally recognized accrediting agency or have thear
credits accepted on transfer by at least three accredited i1nstatutjons.

At the graduate level, State law specifically laim:its institutional eligibil-
1ty to institutions accredited by WASC, the California Committee of Bar
Examiners, or the American Osteopathic Association. In practice, the Student
Ai1d Commission has also included institutions which are candidates for WASC
accreditation. Yet, as at the undergraduate level, institutions approved
only by the Superintendent of Public Instruction are 1neligabie.

While the State should continue to utilize accreditation as one indicator of
institutional quality, accreditation should not be mandatory for participa-
tion 1in State-funded aid programs. Instead, State-approved institutions
with all of their programs qualitatively reviewed and approved by the Super-
intendent of Public Instruction should be eligible for consideration for
participation in State aid programs. The current State policy of reliance
on accreditation to determine institutional eligibility for financial assis-
tance programs does not relate to the State's financial aid goals to maximize
aid resources for students, and it may exclude students who attend institu-
tions which have been qualitatively reviewed by the State. Accordingly, the
Commission recommends:
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RECOMMENDATION 7 The State criteria utilized to determine insti-
tutional ellgib111tg for particaipation 1n State-funded undergrad—
uvate and graduate student assistance programs should be examined by
the Student Aid Commission during the next year. This examination
should consider the impact of modifying the criteria regarding
institutional eligibility so that institutions qualitatively reviewed
and approved by non-governmental accrediting associations or having
institution-wide programmatic approval from the State oversight
agency (as provided in Recommendation 3 above) are eligible for
participation in the State programs 1f they meet all other State
requirements. In preparing this review, the Student Ard Commission
should ainclude an analysis of the total cost for any changes 1in
institutional eligibility for participation 1n State financial aid
programs, with this information submitted to the Legislature as

aEEIOErlﬂte.

IDENTIFYING INSTITUTIONS AND PROGRAMS FOR
LICENSING PROFESSIONAL PRACTITIONERS

State policy utilizes non-governmental accreditation as one criterion for
licensing practitioners in the ten professions and specialized occupations
1dentified in Table 5 on page 56. In seven of these ten fields -- dentistry,
medicine, physical therapy, podiatry, optometry, pharmacy, and chiroprac-
tic -- applicants muét complete their education 1n programs accredited by
the appropriate specialized agency. In the other three -- clinical social
work, educational psychology, and geology -- graduation from an institution
with regional accreditation 1s required. In 11 others (Table 6, pages
57-58), applicants must graduate from e1ther an accredited institution or am
institution whose programs have been approved by the Superintendent of
Public Imstruction.

As the information on Tables 5 and 6 indicate, State policy 1n the licensure
of professional practitioners has generally been to rely upon specialized
accrediting associations 1in the medical and health professions and either
regional accreditation or State approval 1n other occupations. This State
reliance on accrediting associations 18 generally both appropriate and
reasonable. In the medical and healing arts professions, 1t 18 desirable to
utilize the expertise of the specialized accrediting associations as a means
of determining that practitioners have met some predetermined standards
prior to 1nitiating their practice. It 1s also appropriate to utilize
regional accreditation as an alternative to State approval as a means of
1dentifying institutions with adequate educational programs.

The onlv exceptions to this policy are two occupations == educational psychol-
ogist and geologist -- where the applicable licensing board requires gradua-
tion from an institution with regional accreditation This requirement that
an individual gradudte from a regionally accredited institution before they
can sit for the licensure exam 18 questionable. Since regional accreditation
applies to the entire inmstitution and not to specific programs, it does not
provide explicit assurance that particular programs will have met the specific
educational standards of that profession. Therefore the Commission recommends’
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TABLE 5 Occupations That Reguire Education at an Accredited

Board

Behavioral Science

Examiners

Dental Examiners

of California

Medical Quality

Assurance

Optometry

Pharmacy

Geologists-
Geophysicists

Chiropractic
Examiners

Source:

10

Occupation

Clinical Social

Work

Educational
Peychologist

Dentist

Physician and

Surgeon

Podiatraist

Physical

Therapist

Optometrast

Pharmacaist

Geologist and

Geophysicist

Chiropractor

-56—

Institution as a Requisite for Licensure

Licensure Requirement

Requires degree from a program
accredited by the Council on
Social Work Education or an
institution with regional
accreditation

Requires degree from an insti-
tution with regional accredita-
tion

Requires degree from an insti-
tution accredited by the Ameri-
can Dental Association

Requires degree from an insti-
tution accredited by the Liaison
Committee on Medical Education

Requires degree from an insti-
tution accredited by the Ameri-
can Podiatry Association

Requires degree from an insti-
tution accredited by the Ameri-
can Physical Therapy Association

Requires degree from an insti-
tution accredited by the Ameri-
can Optometric Association

Requires degree from an insti-
tution accredited by the Amerai-
can Council on Pharmaceutical
Education

Requires graduation and 30 units
in geological sciences from an
institution with regional
accreditation

Requires two years pre-chiro-
practic education from an 1insti-
tution with regional accredita-
and graduation from a chiropractic
college recognized as a candidate
for accreditation or accredited
by the Council on Chiropractic
Education

California Postsecondary Education Commission staff analysis.
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TABLE 6 Occupations That Utilize Accreditation as One of
Various Alternatives to Meet the Educational

Accountancy

Architectural
Examiners

Bar Examiners of
the State of
Califormia

Behavioral Science
Examiners

Forestry

1.

Mo
.

4.

Requirements for Licensure

Occupation

Accountant

Architect

Attorney

Licensure Requirement

Requires graduation from either
an accredited or an approved
institution, with a specified
number of semester hours re-
quired in the study of accounting
for graduates of the latter in-
stitutions.

Requires five years of education
and/or experience and more quali-
fying credits are given 1f the
degree is from an accredited
rather than a non-accredited
institution

Requires gradustion from an insti-
tution accredited by the Cali-
fornia Committee of Bar Examiners
or the study of law for not less
than four years, and not less

than 270 hours per year i1n a law
school authorized to confer pro-
fessional degrees or, four years
of study of law by correspondence
at a school recognized by the
Board or, four years of experience
1n California office of a member
of the bar or chambers of a judge
or, four years in a combination
of the above.

Marriage, Fami-
ly, and Child
Counselor

Forester

- =592

Requires degree from an 1nsti-
tution with regional accredita-
tion or State approval

College or university degrees
in forestry may be substituted
for some of the required quali-
fying experience. A degree in
forestry will be accepted from
any college or university that
qualifies for transfer credit
in the accredited forestry
programs of either the Univer~
sity of California, Berkeley,
or Humboldt State University.

{continued)

s



TARLE 6 Continued

Board Occupation Licensure Requirement
Medical Quality 6. Registered Dis- Requires graduation from a
Assurance pensing Optician program offered by a school

with regional accreditation
or State approval

7. Speech Patholo- Requires MA 1n the field from
gist/Audiclogist institution accredited by the

American Speech and Hearing
Association, or from an insti-
tution with regional accredita-
tion with a degree program 1in
the field with at least one full-
time staff in the area, or a nom-
accredited school approved by the
Speech Pathology and Audiclogy
Examining Board

‘8. Psychologist Requires doctorate from an
institution with regiocnal
accreditation or State approval

9. Research Requires doctorate from an
Psychologist accredited or State approved
institution
Osteopathic 10. Osteopath Requires graduation from an insti-
Examiners B tution accredited either by the

American Osteopathic Association
or the Board of OUsteopathic

Examiners
Professional 11. Engineer Requires graduation from an in-
Engineers stituticn accredited by the

Accrediting Board for Engineeraing
and Technology and two years of
experience, or graduation from a
nonaccredited program and four
years of experience

Veterinary 12. VYeterinarian Requires graduation from a
Medicine school accredited by the Ameri-
can Veterinary Medical Associ-
ation or, for graduates of non-
accredited schools, one-year
of clinical experience approved
by the Board

Source: California Postsecondary Education Commiasion staff analysis.
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RECOMMENDATION 8. The expertise of specialized accrediting associ-
ations should continue to be used in the health professions as a
means of screening out potential practitioners who have not met
specific predetermined standards. In all other professions,
graduation from an 1nstitutionm with regional accreditation or
institution-wide programmatic approval by the State (as proposed
in Recommendation 3) should continue to be required as a means of
1identifying 1individuals who have potentially met the requirements
for licensure.

RECOMMENDATION 9. The Behavioral Science Examiners Board and the
Geologist/Geophysicists Board should review their current practices
that require graduation from a regionally accredited institution
as a requirement for individuals to sit for licensure examinalions
in educatiopal psychology and geology, respectavely. Consideration
should be given to the utilization of institution-wide programmatic
approval by the State as an additional means to identify institu-
tions with adequate educaticnal programs.

The intended effect of Recommendation 9 1s to promote a consistent policy
among the State's licensure boards in their reliance on accrediting associa-
tions, while also allowing students from institutions with State approved
programs to present themselves for the same type of evaluation made of
graduates from regionally accredited institutions. Neither Recommendation 8
nor 9, however, assume that State approval and non-governmental accreditation
processes are equivalent.

IDENTIFYING QUALITY TEACHER EDUCATION PROGRAMS

California's Commission on Teacher Credentialing (formerly the Commission
for Teacher Preparation and Licensing) has the dual responsibility of approv-
ing postsecondary institutions whose teacher education program meets 1ts
standards and then 1ssuing credentials to persons who successfully complete
programs at these institutions. Current State law implies that accreditation
should be used as a criterion to i1dentify institutions which merit review by
the Commission. To illustrate, Section 44227 of the Education Code states
that "the Commission may approve any institution of higher education whose
teacher education program meets the standards prescribed by the Commission"
and Section 44226 i1ndicates that "it 1s the intention of the Legislature
that the Commission consider for approval for credential purposes accredited
baccalaureate degree granting institutions . . . ." State law does not
prescribe that the Commission approve only those programs operated by accred-
1ted institutions, yet the practice of the Commission 15 to require regional
acereditation. In reality, therefore, institutions which have been qualita-
tively reviewed and approved only by the State Superintendeant of Publac
Instruction or by national accrediting associations such as the American
Association of Bible Colleges are not eligible for Commission approval.
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By eliminating all institutions without regional accreditation from consider-
ation as potential quality teacher education programs, current practice by
the Commission on Teacher Credentialing perpetuates the contradiction that
private postsecondary 1institutions with programs which are qualitatively
reviewed and approved by one State agency (the Superinendent of Public
Instruction) are not accepted by a different State agency (the Commission on
Teacher Credentialing) as worthy of review for possible approval. In addi-
tion, the current Commission practice excludes institutions with national
accreditation, despite the directive in the law that it shall consaider
"accredited baccalaureate degree granting institutions ™

Arguments have been expressed against changing this current policy of the
Commission on Teacher Credentialing. Considerable public disquiet exists
concerning the quality of teacher preparation programs and the inclusion of
more teacher education programs for review by the Commission might atlow
weaker programs to be established throughout the State. It 1s also argued
that preparation for teaching requires a total, coordinated program from the
entire institution and not simply a narrow specialized major. Consequently,
a total institutional review of academic offerings 1s necessary, as provided
through regional accreditation.

While the Postsecondary Education Commission sees merit in these arguments,
it does not feel that regional accreditation should be the sole determinant
of i1nstitutional eligibility for review by the Commission on Teacher Creden-
tialing, as institutional accreditation by national associations and institu-
tionwide programmatic approval by the State Department of Education also
involve qualitative judgments by appropriate agencies.

ASSURING OVERSIGHT OF OQUT-OF-STATE OPERATIONS

During the m1d-1970s, colleges and universities began the extensive develop-
ment of off-campus programs, extending their operations across both state

boundaries and regional accrediting association boundaries. Some of these
educational programs, however, were not offered at an acceptable level of

quality, as COPA indicated 1n a statement in October 1976 (p. 1):

there 1s increasing evidence that at least a handful of colleges
and universities apparently have established off-campus degree
programs that are not equivalent academically to similar programs
on campus, and further that they have allowed these off-campus
programs to operate without adequate supervision from the sponsor-
ing institution.

The problems identified by COPA included:

® 1nstitutions sponsoring programs off campus for which they had no counter-
parts on campus;

® 1ostitutions offering off-campus programs that required little or no

involvement or oversight by cn-campus faculty, and in some cases, contract-
1ng out responsibility for the off-campus units to a non-academic authority;
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¢ 1nstitutions formalizing a differential standard of quality for credits
earned off campus compared with those earned on campus, and

¢ off-campus offerings ranging from relatively large permanent educational
units to short-term programs consisting of one course, one faculty member
hired locally, and a handful of students.

California policy regarding the oversight of operations by out-of-state
institutions has remained consistent during the past two decades. Non-accred-
ited institutions from outside California who sought to offer programs 1in
the State have been required to meet the standards maintained by the State
oversight agency for 21l non-accredited institutions. The responsibilaty
for the oversight of out-of-state accredited institutions has been delegated
to the appropriate home accrediting agency. However, during the past ten
years, the regional accrediting commissions have adopted dissimilar approaches
in responding to this issue, and consequently the public interests have not
always been well-served in this area.

The regional accrediting associations, working through COPA, have made
several generally unsuccessful efforts at agreement in response to this
problem. The first was based on a "Memorandum of Agreement on Accreditation
and Off-Campus Educational Activities" adopted by COPA 1n August 1977 that
provided policy guidelines for the regional associations, including the
provisions that institutions file a report with them at least 90 days prior
to opening any new off-campus sites and that representatives of the accred-
1ting commission in the new region "be invited to participate in any on-site
evaluation conducted by the accrediting commission of the region 1n which
the parent institution is located" (COPA, 1977, p. 2). A major weakness of
the memorandum was the absence of a requirement that all off-campus sites be
reviewed, and 1n practice, the regional associations adopted different
Strategies in implementing the memocrandum.

In 1981, 1n response to indications that the oversight of out-of-region
operations was still inadequate, a COPA sub-assembly of regional accrediting
asgociations approved a statement of joint visitation procedures when the
home regienal association visits a program i1n another region. This agreement,
which was actually a statement of current practice, provided that in the
review of out-of-region operations, the home regional association standards
should be used and the accrediting decision would be made by the home regional
association in reference to the entire institution. In an effort to develop
new policy directions, a proposal was adopted in principle "for each regional
association to be responsible for all education programs operating in its
region, 1ncluding those programs of institutions from outside the region,
with reports of evaluation going to the home regional for institutional
action." This proposal was discussed further at subsequent meetings of
COPA, but 1n Spring 1982, 1t was dropped because of a lack of consensus
among the regional associations.

The third and most recent effort was the approval in principle 1n October
1982 by the directors of all six regional associations that (1) the home
regional association would retain accrediting authority for all branches of
an institution, wherever located; (2) while the standards of the home region
would be used in making a final accrediting decision, the standards of both

-61-



associations would be used in conducting the visit; and {3) the accreditation
teams would 1mclude evaluations from both regions. While this agreement was
modifired to some extent in April 1983, 1t remains the current policy recom-

mended by COFA.

Considerable variation exists 1n the accreditation standards utilized by the
s1x regional accrediting associations. The Western and Southern Associations,
particularly the former, have the most detailed and specific set of standards.
At the other end of the spectrum, the North Central Association does not
have standards for accreditation but rather utilizes four "intentionally
general" evaluative criteria to make judgments about institutions The
accreditation standards of the other three associations are presented 1n
more general terms than those of the Western and Southern Associations (A
summary of the purposes and standards of accreditation ut1lized by the six
regional associations 1s presented on Table 7 on pages 64-65 3 This variation
in the accrediting standards 1s one reason why the various cooperative
agreements among the six reglonal accrediting associatiens has not produced
an adequate level of oversight of accredited out-of-state institutions
operating i1n California.

The California Legislature took action 1in 1981, by requiring all out-of-state
institutions desiring to operate 1n California as regionally accredited
institutions to have their California-based operations accredited by WASC
rather than any of the other five regional accrediting associations. Passed
by the Legislature in 1981, this requirement became effective on July 1,
1983, thereby allowing institutions two years to move into compliance.

During the six months in which the Senior Commission of WASC has been carry-
1ng out this new responsibility for accrediting out-of-state operations 1n
California, 1t has found that of the six institutions which applied for WASC
accreditation, only one had ever been visited by i1ts home accrediting assocl-
ation. The other five had been operating as accredited institutions without
any on-site review by their accrediting association. Of the 32 accredited
out-of-state 1nstitutions operating in California when the statute was
adopted, 11 withdrew from Califormia, five gained accreditation by national
institutional accrediting associations, ten have applied for State authori-
zation to offer degrees, five were granted accreditation by WASC for theair
California activities, and one was denied WASC accreditation.

The efforts by WASC to cooperate with the legislative request for an expanded
role for WASC 1n the accreditation of out-of-state 1nstitutions has been met
with considerable resistance from the other regional and programmatic accred-
iting associations. The Recognition Committee of COPA has indicated that,
as a result of these new activities, WASC might be "engaged in accrediting
activities which exceed the scope of 1ts recognition,” and has requested
that WASC officials explain if there has been a change of scope, and, 1f so,
to file an application for change of scope to include programmatic accredita-
tion. In addition, the new WASC actions are viewed as a challenge to the
existing 1nter-regional cooperation among the regional associations. To
date, the Recognition Committee has not made any finding on this issue, and
the Senior Commission has argued that no change 1n scope 1s involved. It 1s
expected that over the next year, this issue will receive considerable
discussion by various accrediting associations.
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Based on the above discussion, the Commission offers the following conclu-
sions:

1. Existing inter-regional cooperative agreements among the six regional
accrediting associations do not provide necessary oversight of accredited
out-of-state institutions operating in California because the accredita-
tron standards vary among the six associations, with the Western Associ-
ation having the most detailed and specific. Moreover, while the regional
associations have tried to work together wherever possible, they have
not always adopted a common strategy to implement the cooperative agree-
ments.

2. The change provided in the legislation calling for the California-based
operations of out-of-state institutions to be accredited by WASC rather
than the other regional associations was necessary 1n order to accomplish
State oversight of these institutions. Thus far, the process developed
by WASC to implement this policy seems to be working effectively.

3. It should be anticipated that WASC officials will need to discuss this
process with representatives of COPA and other regional and specialized
accrediting associations, and therefore the possibilaty exists that
WASC's current accrediting procedures for out-of-state institutions may
be altered. However, it 15 essential that two key principles of these
procedures be retained. Therefore the Commission recommends:

RECOMMENDATION 10. Two important principles of the current WASC

procedures for the review of California-based operations of out-of-
state accredited institutions should be contimued: (1) the utaliza-
tion of WASC standards as the basis for accreditation, with (2) the
final accreditation decision made by the Senior Commission of WASC.
These institutions should also continue to have the option for

either authorization or approval by the State oversight agency as
an alternative for WASC accreditation.

ENCOURAGING AGENCY OPERATION IN THE PUBLIC INTEREST

As a result of the close relationship that has evolved between California
State government and non-governmental accrediting associations, these associ=-
ations have developed legal responsibilities to function 1in the public
interest, not to act contrary to public policy, and to have fair procedures
reasonably related to the purposes of accreditation. The continued success
of this relationship requires both careful actions by the State not to place
overvhelming demands on the accrediting associations as well as continued
responsiveness by the accrediting associations to act in the public interest.
Among their respomsibilities as representatives of the public 1nterest,
according to William Kaplan (1982), are these attributes:
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TABLE 7 Summary of the Purposes and Standards of Accreditation

New England Association
{Institutes

Middle Statas Association of Higkar Education)

Criteripn

1. Purposes of
Accreditation

Horth Cantral Association

To att2et that an iascitucion To signify that an inscitu~
is guided by well~-defined and tion has been carefully
appropriate objectives, that evaluated and has been

it 18 accomplishing them found to follow basic edu-
aubstantially, and that it is cational policies, prac-

g0 organized, staffed, and tices, and standards
supported that it can be comparable tc those of
expected to continue to do other member institutions
BO. of 1te type.

To provide public certifi-~
cation that an Iinstitution
1a of acceptable quality,

2 Standards of Standards are presented in Standards are presented in Standards for accreditation

Accreditation 13 areas. purposes and ob- 12 areas objectives, are not provided. Instead,
jectives, program, outcomes, evaluation and planning, four intentionally general
admissions and student ser- organization and govern- evaluation criteria are used:
vices, facultyj organization ance; programs and instruc- (1) the institution has clear
and administration, board of tion; speclal accivitaies, and publicly stated purposes,
trustees; resources; library/ faculty, student services, congistent with its wmission and
learning center; plant and library and learning re- appropriate to a postascondary
equlipment, financing and ac- sourcea; physical resources, institution, (2) the institutien
counting, innovation and ex- financlal resources, ethi- has adequate human, finaacial,
perimentation, and catalogs cal standards; and publi- and physical resources to accoe~
and other publications. cations and advertising. plish its purposes; (3) it is
These standards are rela— These standarde are rela- accomplishing its purposes; and
cively general. tively genersl. {4) 1t can continue to accom-

plish its purposes

3 Specifie Faculty must cousist of The preparation and quali- No standards in this area

Standarda compatent, professionally fications of all members of

on Faculty prepared, interseted indi- the instructional ataff

Qualifications viduals, each fully ready should be suited to the

and to accept responsiblility field and level of their

Competency for maintaining the highest assignments. Those in the
level of prufessional com- conventional academic
petence. fields should hold advanced

degrees or present evidencs

of gcholarship or creative

echiavement appropriate to
\ their positions.

4 Specific The overall control and The governing bcard is the No standards in this area.

Standards on support of an institution's legally constituted body

Inatitutional plans and operation are the which holda the property

Governance ragponsibility of the beard and assets of the institu—

5 Pravisions
for Nontradi-
tionai
Institutions

6 Ysar Waen
Standards Werae
Adopted

of trustees, The boerd is
responsible for seeing that
the institurion is what it
is intended ro|be, that 1t
fulfills the purposes for
which it was founded, and
epngures 1ts contlnuance.
The board 1s entrusted with
the inacitution's property
and assets, ag well as for
upholding the institution’s
reason for beimg.

All tradicional and non-
traditional imatirucions
are expected tp demonstrate
they comply with the
“characteristics of axcel-
lence in higher education"
which are presented as the
qualities and fharacteris-
tics that distinguish
superior educationsl insti-
tutions

1978

tion in trust. It 15 re-
sponsible for sustalning

the ingtitutlon and its ob-
jectives; it should exercise
ultimate and general control
over ita affairs.... The
faculty should have a major
role in developing and con-
ducting the academic program
and in mainrtaining the sten-
dards and conditions which
pertain directly to instruc-
tion and research

¥ontraditicnal institytions
are expected to demonstrate
that they comply with the
intent of the standardse
"Ingtitutlions whose poli-
cles, practices, or resour-—
ces differ significantly
from those described in the
Standards or which make ex-
tensive wse of nontradition~-
al formats, modes, or tech-
niques of educaticn, must
present evidence that these
are appropriate to higher
education, and are effective
(though alternative) means
for achieving the intent of

the etandards.”

1979
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judged on the basis of lLis
own purposes, and the evalu-
ation criteris are extremely
generalized so that they are
applicable to all tvpes of
institutions,
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Utiliged by the Six Regional Accrediting Associations

Northwest Association

To attest that an inacitution's
own goals are soundly concelved,
its educational programs have
bean intelligently devised, 1ts
purposes are being accomplighed,
and the institution i3 so
organlized, ataffed, and support-~
ed that it shculd continue to
merit such confidence

Eleven standards are utilized.
institutional objectives and
gtatement of purposea, finance;
physical plant, materials, and
equipment; litrary and learning
resources, educational program;
continuing education and

special instructioral activitiea,

instructional scaff; administra-
tion, students, research, and
graduate program. The standarde
are relatively general.

The preparation and experience
of the faculty are significant
factors in determining the
qualatv of an institution and
should be such as to further
the purposes of the insticu-
tion

The governing board should have
a clear 1dea of its general
duties and reaponsibilities

and should seek to define them
in ap official policy atate-
ment A clear differentiation
between the policy-making func-
rion of the board and the ex-
ecutive responsibilities of
those who carry out these
palicies 13 essential,

A separate set of policles
and principles are presented
for nontraditional institu-
tions, based on the belief
that, "at tnis early stage
in the development of non-
traditional dezres programs,
the principles, policies, and
procedures specified for ac-
creditation must be flexable
and of an interim nature.”

1982

Southern Association
(Colleges Commission)

Te attest that an institution has
clear educational goals and objec-
tives, maintains a systew of educa-
tional delivery that embraces apd af-
fords the necessary learning, and em—
ploys instrumente for the assessment
of the attainments of students that
would be acceptable 1f independently
examined by experts in the fileld

Eleven standards of accreditation are
utilized: institutional objectives
and statement of purposes; finance;
physical plant, materials, and equip-
ment; library and learning resocurces;
educational program; continuing edu-
cation and special instruccional ac-
tivities; instructional staff; admin-
igtration; students; research; and
graduate program. The standards ara
presented in comsidereble detail

All teaching faculty members must
bave special competence in the
fields in which they teach Ihis
apecial competence is attested to
by advanced atudy, culminating in
appropriate advanced degrees, or

by extensive work experience in the
teaching fields or in a profession~-
al practice which 1s demonsctrably
of highest qualicty

The responsibiliries of the governing
board include establishing broad in-
gtitutional oolicies, securing finan-
c1al resources te support adequately
the institution's program, and selec-
ting the chief administrative officer.
«..There should be a clear differen-
tiation between the policymaklng funmec-
tiona of the governing board and the
responsibility of tnose in charge of
adminigstering thsse policles. The
ctief administrative office should be
free to administer the insticution
within the brosd policies laid dowm
by the board.

Hontraditional institutions are ex~
pectad to meet the same standards as
all other imstitutions. Varisnces
with the standards are allowed on the
basis of (1) credible evidence that
one or more specific elements of the
gtandards 15 educationally dysfunc-
tienal with reference to the uncon-
ventional charactertistics of the in-
stitution or its program, and (2}
credible evidence of evaluation pto-
cedures which certify the effective
learning outcomes of students so as
to validate the unconventional effort
in terms of its acceptable educational
purpose

1377

WHestern Association
(Senior Cormission)

To assutre that an Insticution has
clearly defined educational objec-
tives appropriate to higher educa=-
tion and congistent with Commiszsion
standards, that it appears in fact

to be accomplishing them substan-
tially, and can be expected to
continue to achleve these objectives.

Nine standards of accreditaticn are
utilized institutional integrity,
purposes; governance and administra-
tion; educational programs, faculty
and staff, library, computer, and
other learning resources; student
gervices and acrivicfes, physical
ragources, and financlal resources.
Theee standards are presented in
coneiderable decail, with specific
raquirements included

Members of the faculty are qualified
by training and experilence to serve
at tne levels that the institution's
purpoges tequire. For example, doc-
toral candidaces have research super-
vigion from faculty who have research
experience and/or approvriate field
experience well bevond their own
dissertations

The governing board selects a chief
executive officer, appreves the pur-
poses of the insritution, and concerns
tteelf with rhe provision of adequate
funds The board is ultimately re-
sponsible for the quality of the in-
stitution through an organized system
of inetitutional planning and evalua-
tion. The role of faculty in instictu-
tlonal Bovernance 13 both substantive
and clearly defined The role of
students In instituticnal governance
is clearly stated and publicized

Montraditional institutions are ex-
pected to meet the same standards as
all other institutions. "Some insci-
tutions may find it difficult to
comply precisely with the standards
which are usually more closely idan-
tified with traditional practice. In
such cases, demonstration of equiva-
lency ot guality or accomplishment of
the objective of the standards 1s the
tesponsibility of the imstitution "



Impartial and open membership available to both traditional and non-tra-
ditional educational institutions, requiring only that they comply with
specific standards of quality.

Freedom of their representatives from any actual or apparent personal or
pecuniary interest in the outcome of their decisions.

Autonomy from political and economic interests either from within the
organization or from the larger community outside of the organization &0
that decisions about accreditation are based solely on educational goals
and standards.

Responsiveness to changing educational methodologies, learning strategies,
and educational policy and needs.

Adequate educational and professional expertise to make informed decisions
together with sufficient public representatives to protect the impartial-
ity of their decisions.

After reviewing the structure and operation of accrediting agencies on these
criteria, the Commission has concluded that improvements in two agencies
will i1ncrease their effectiveness as representatives of the public interest.

Commttee of Bar Examiners

The Committee of Bar Examiners plays a crucial role in the oversight of law
schools 1n California, and because 1t 1s the only accrediting association 1n
California created by statute and functioning clearly as a quasi-govern-
mental agency, 1t 1s doubly imperative that i1ts structure and operations be
adequate. Its present organization and processes have two weaknesses:

First, 1ts members predominantly ainclude representatives of the legal
profession but no representatives of accredited law schools It 1s thus
the only accrediting body operating in California that does not include
such representation, and 1t can therefore be accused of not being suffi-
ciently sensitive to the educational role of accreditation and of repre-
senting to an unfair extent the interests of the profession.

At the same time, however, difficulties would arise 1f representatives of
accredited law schools were added to the Committee, as the Committee has
many other functions beyond accreditation, including preparation of the
California Bar Examination, supervision of the grading of these examina-
tions, and action on all applications not decided by staff review. If
representatives of accredited law schools had access to the examination
process as members of the Committee, the integrity of the examination
process might be suspect and conflict of interest might arise While
representatives of accredited law schools have an 1mportant and legitimate
role to play in accrediting California law schools, potential conflict of
interest situations should be avoided.

Second, law schools that contend that the Committee has vioclated i1ts own
criteria or procedures in decisions about their denial or termination of
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accreditation have no recourse for the appeal of those decisions other
than petitioning the Califormia Supreme Court, and hearings by the Supreme
Court are discretionary.

In contrast, if any other accrediting association appears to violate 1its
criteria or procedures in denying or terminating accreditatiom, an insti-
tution may appeal for review to COPA as well as to a Superior Court.
Thus, law schools seeking or maintaining accreditation by the Committee
of Bar Examiners are unique among California postsecondary institutions
in not having a formal appeals process available to them.

Accordingly, the Commission recommends:

RECOMMENDATION 11. The Committee of Bar Examiners should establish
a separate committee with the responsibility for accrediting law
schools, with the composition of this committee similar to that o: of
the Amerlcan Bar Association, including significant representation
from accredited institutions. Im addition, the Committee should
develop and implement an appeals process for institutions similar
to that maintained by the American Bar Association.

Accrediting Commission for Senior Colleges and Universities
of the Western Association of Schools and Colleges

The Community College Commission of WASC has implemented an important reform
during the past year to provide a formal process for the selection of Commis-
sioners that guarantees the involvement of faculty, administrators, and
public representatives in the selection process. This process helps to
maintain the 1mage of this accrediting asscociation as impartial, open, and
autonomous. In contrast, the Senior Commission of WASC 1s the only regional
accrediting association in the United States which 1s not a membership
organization. The institutions accredited by the Senior Commission have no
direct voice 1n the selection of Commissioners. Moreover, the various
constituents of accreditation -- the faculty, administrators, and publac
representatives -- have no formal participation i1n the selection process, as
currently exists for the Community College Commission of WASC By placing
the authority for the selection of the Commissioners in the executive committee
of the Western College Association (WCA -- an association of accredated
institutions from 13 western states), the Senior Commission has adopted a
process which i1s unique among regional associations and which can justifiably
be perceived as relatively closed and tightly controclled.

During the past six months, the Senior Commission has made twe changes 1n
the process by which 1ts members are selected. (These changes are presented
1n Appendix E.} For the first time, in Spring 1984, all member institutions
were solicited for nominations to the Executive Committee of WCA and to the
Senior Commission 1tself. In addition, a Western College Association Nomi-
nating Committee has been established to select members of the Senior Com-
mission, with a faculty and a public representative in addition to the
President-Elect of the WCA, the Chair of the Senior Accrediting Commission,
and the WCA Executive Secretary-Treasurer. Both of these changes are steps
in the right direction to make the governance of the Senior Commission a
more opern process.
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Thus the Postsecondary Education Commission recommends:

RECOMMENDATION 12. The Senior Commission of WASC should continue
to review 1ts current process for the selection of commissioners
and examine the processes used by other reglonal accrediting
associations to determine if there 1s a method of more directly
involving the member institutions and the various constituencies
of accreditation in the selection of commiss:ioners.

RELATING SPECIALIZED ACCREDITATION TO
INSTITUTIONS AND INSTITUTIONAL POLICIES

Pages 33-35 of this report have discussed the considerable disagreement in
the education community about the overall merits of specialized accredita-
tion. While this disagreement 1s shared by California educators, official
policy 1n the postsecondary community has encouraged the expansion of special-
1zed accreditation on the campuses.

The California State University has been strong in support of expanded
programmatic accreditation among 1ts 19 campuses In April 1968, 1ts Trustees
adopted the following resolution emphasizing the importance of accreditation:

WHEREAS, It 1s the policy of the Board of Trustees to assure
that development of instructional programs 15 of hagh
quality; and

WHEREAS, Accreditation of certain instructional programs by
national professional accrediting agencies serves to
establish and maintaip high academic standards; now,
therefore, be 1t

RESOLVED, By the Board of Trustees of the California State Colleges,
that each State College be encouraged, in cooperation
with the Office of the Chancellor, to seek accreditation
of appropriate instructional pregrams by national
professional accrediting agencies; and be 1t further

RESOLVED, That the Office of the Chancellor ascertain and budget
for each State College the anticipated annual costs
involved in such accrediting procedures.

Further action was taken by the State University Systemwide office in January
1975, with the adoption of a report of the ad hoc Committee on Academic
Standards -- a committee established by the Board of Trustees -- which
contained the following comments and recommendations:

The ad hoc¢ Committee on Academic Standards, while applauding the
increased number of accredited subject areas, wishes to encourage
further efforts to earn accreditation in subject areas not now

accredited by nationally recognized accrediting bodies. It is the
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Committee's opinion that evaluation of subject area programs by
such external agencies provides invaluable review of qualitative
aspects of curricula. Therefore, the Committee recommends that
each campus President submit periodic reports to the Chancellor
outlining the progress of departments or areas of study toward
accreditation by approved accrediting agencies (where such agencies
ex1st), or indicating why they have not sought or have not attained
accreditation;

And,

the Committee recommends that the Chancellor's Office continue to
1ssue an annual report of curricular programs available for accred-
itation, those accredited, and those not accredited.

Partially as a result of encouragement from the Chancellor's Office, State
University campuses have expanded their involvement with specialized accred-~
1ting associations. In addition, the Chancellor's Office has adopted the
policy that a department must have programmatic accreditation before a
master degree program can be added to an eXisting undergraduate program. As
a result, systemwide budgeting for specialized accreditation has increased
from $169,103 in 1981-82 to $312,687 1in 1984-85, with the largest amounts
being expended for programmatic accreditation 1n business, social work, and
nursing (Table 8, page 70). To provide consistency with funding of campus
requests for programmatic accreditation, the Chancellor's Office had adopted
the policy that funding would be provided only to those agencies recognized
by COPA. In June 1981, however, the Board of Trustees revised this policy
by adding the National Association of Schools of Theatre despite 1ts lack of
COPA recognition for accreditation of theatre arts programs. The Chancellor's
Office neither encourages nor discourages campuses 1n seeking recognition of
other non-COPA-approved agencies, such as the American Chemical Society and
the National Association of Schools of Public Affairs and Administration.
State University programs that hold accreditation from such agencies do not
receive explicit budget support for accreditation expenses. Rather, the
campuses or departments involved use existing resources to accommodate the
added expenses.

In contrast to the State University, the University of California has not
adopted a systemwide policy on whether or when a campus or program should
seek specialized accreditation. These decisions are made on the campus
level, based on faculty and administrative perceptions of the usefulness of
gsuch accreditation. Practices among the University campuses vary consider-
ably, with the Berkeley campus maintaining accreditation from 12 specialized
agencies and the Santa Cruz campus not having membership with any specialized
accrediting associations. The nine University campuses expend approximately
$140,000 annually to meet the direct costs of specialized accreditation
(Tables 9 and 10, pages 71 and 72). This approximate expenditure does not
include the cost of college staff time involved i1n the visits and the prepa-
ration of the self-study report. Since data over the past years are not
available for the University of California, an assessment canmot be made of
the trend of financial implications of the expanding utilization of special-
1zed accreditation within this segment

Data are not currently available from the California Community Colleges
about the direct costs of specialized accreditation. Decisions about the
application for specialized accreditation are made at the college level,
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with the primary determinant related to State licensure requirements.

When

graduation froem a program with specialized accreditation 1s required for

licensure, colleges seek the required accreditation.

Specialized accredita-

tion in the Community Colleges thus tends to be limited to the health profes-
sions, primarily with the American Medical Association, the National Associ-
ation for Practical Nurse Education, and the American Dental Association, as

Table 11 on page 74 shows.

The annual direct costs of speciralized accreditation in California's public
four-year colleges and universities 1s slightly less than $500,000, and thas

TABLE 8 Accreditation Budget,
198i-82 Through 1984-85

Program
Accounting
Architecture
Art
Business
Chemistry

Community Health Education
Construction Education
Dietetics
Engineering/Engineering Technology
Forestry

Health Services Educatiocon

Home Economics

Industrial Technology

Interior Design

Journalism

Landscape Architecture
Librarianship

Medical Technology

Music

Nursing

Occupational Therapy

Physical Therapy

Public Health

Radiation Technology
Rehabilitation Counseling
Social Work

Speech Pathology and Audiology
Teacher Education (NCATE)
Theatre Arts

Total Specialized Accreditation

University (WASC)

TOTAL, All Accredatation

California State University,

1981-82 1982-83 1983~84 1984-85
$ 9,144 $ 26,060
$ 2,565 § 3,275 674 700
9,230 8,075 17,962 6,100
25,425 40,250 38,869 73,720
5,900 150 5,846 150
2,575
1,800 3,600 2,980 800
15,000 29,045 6,903 13,435
1,700 3,190
200 200 5,019 900
5,380 7,200 9,795 1,800
200 200 7,230 7,720
800 6,350 4,681 20,450
2,150 9,350 14,039 14,700
2,200 2,400 673 700
2,720
2,250 4,375 8,162 4,595
12,340 8,060 13,139 19,600
21,690 22,675 29,902 35,305
2,065 200 192 3,870
2,880 150 3,673 900
10,550 6,000 13,606 13,250
1,815 450 337 350
1,000 6,190 8,018 1,000
22,880 23,440 24,369 33,550
11,920 10,400 11,037 10,170
8,863 22,837 16,681 17,856
5,006
§169,103 $211,867 5256,121 $312,687
$ 72,866 § 78,160 $149,428 $144,570
$241,969 $290,027 $405,549 $457,257

Source: Office of the Chancellor, The California State University.



Source

TABLE 9 Annual Fees for Accreditation, University of
California, 1983-84
Tatal
Agency Campus and Fees 1 Systegwide
Accreditation Board for Engiaeering Barkeley, 5150, Davis, 5150, [rvine, 5100,
and Technology, Inc. Santa Barbara, $125 § 525
American Assembly of Collegiate Schools
of Business Berkeley, $1,850, Los Angeles, $1,210 3,060
Associatron of American Law Schools/American
Bar Association Backeley, §4,000, Davis, 53,210, Los Angeles, $4,195 11,405
Americarn Medical Association
Assistant to Primary Care Physicians Davwis, $450, Los Angeles, §500 950
Hedical Technician Davio, $250, Los Angeles, 3300 550
Medical Record Admin:stration Los Angeles, 5350 350
Radiation Therapy Technology Los Angeles, 5400 00
Cytology 3an Francisco, 3300 300
Physician Programs Davis, $15,664, Irvine, 517,0009 Los Angeles, 515,660
San Framcirsco, 515,660 63,980
Association of American Dental Schools/American
Dental Association  Los Angeles, $300 . o 500
National League for Nursing, Inc i Los Angeles, 51,375, San Framcisco, §1,375 2,150
American Council on Pharmaceutical Education San Framcisco, 53,500 3,500
American Veterlnary Medical Association Davis, 52,000 1,000
Accrediting Commassioo on Education for
Health Services Administration Berkelev, $500 500
American Dietetic Assoriation
Graduate Beckeley, 3500 500
Undergraduate Berkeley, 5150 150
Council on Education for Public Health Berkeley, $3,000 3,000
Accrediting Council on Educatien in Journalism Berkeley, 35300
and Mass Communications D0
Joclety of American Foresters Berkeley, $801 a01
American Planning Asseclation Barkeley, $410 410
American Society of Landscape Archaitects Berkeley, $865, Davis, $865 1,730
National Architectural Accrediting Board, Inc. Berkeley, $2,355, Los Angeles, $1,260 3,615
American Library Association Loa Angeles, 35253 253
American Psychological Association Barkeley, 3575, Los Angeles, $525 1,100
Council on Social Work Education Barkeley, $3,000, Los Angeles, $2,380 5,380
American Speech-Language-Hearing Association Banta Barbara, 5200 1)
Total, Specialized Accreditation Barkeley, 318,456, Davis, 522,545, Irvine, $17,100,
Les Angeles, 528,908, San Francisco, 530,135,
Ssnta Barbara, %325 $108,205
WASC Berkeley, $3,650, Davis, 53,650, Irvine, §3,650,
Los Angelas, 53,650, Riverside, 52,200, San Diego, 33,740
8an Francisco, %2,500, Santa Barbara, $3,500,
Santa Cruz, $3,100 29,640
Total, All Accreditation Barkeley, $22,106, Davis, $.46,235, Irvine, $20,750,
Los Angeles, 532,558, Riverside, 52,200, San Dhego,
$3,740, San Freamcisco, 332,635, Sante Barbarw, $3,825,
Saatas Cruz, $3,100 $137,849

Office of the President, Unrversity of Califoernia



TABLE 10 Most Recent Costs and Fregquency of Accreditation Visits,
University of California

Agency

Accreditation Board for Engineering
and Technolegy, Inc

Amarican Inostitute of Chemical Engipeering

American Assembly of Collegiate Schools
of Business

Association of American Law Schools/
American Bar Associration

American Medical Association
Agsistant to Praimary Care Physician
Medical Technician
Radiatron Therapy Technology

dccrediting Commission on Graduate
Med_cal Education

Assuciation of American Dental Schoolis/
American Dental Assocration

Mational League for Nursing, Icc

American Council on Pharmaceutical Educatien
dmer..an Physical Therapy Associration
Ameirican Veterinary Medical Association

Accrediting Commission on Educat:ico
tor Health Services Administration

American Dletetic Association

Graduate
Undergraduat=

Council on Educatien fer Public Health
American Optometric Assocration
Accrediting Council on Educaticn imn Journalism
American Society of Landscape Architecte
National Architectural Accredicing Board, Inec
American Library Association
Ametican Psychelogical 4association
Counc.l on Socral Work Education
American Speech-Language-Hearing Association
Total, Specialized Accreditation
WASC

Full Accreditation (10 years)

S5th Year Review

Total, All Accreditation

Seource

Approximate
Average
Annual Costs
Campus and Fees i Systemwide
Berkeley, 59,250, 3-o vrs , Davis, $8,325, 6 yrs ,
Irvine, $6,000, 5 yrs , San Dhego, $6,050,
Santa Barbara, $3,150, 6 yrs $ 6,555
Berkeley, $9253, 6 yrs 154
Berkeley, 52,000, 10 yrs , Luos Angeles, $5,000, 10 yrs 7¢0
|
Berkelay, $2,500, 5 yrs , Davis, 54,044, 7 yrs ,
Loe Angeles, $5,727, 7 yrs 2,045
Davis, $250, 3-5 vra , Los Angeles, $800, 3 vrs 320
Davis, §300, 5 yrs , Lo Angeles, $500, 5 vrs 160
Los Angeles, $750, 2 yrs 250
San Diego, 5900-51,400, 3 yrs 383
Los Angeles, 58,437, 10 yrs , Sa4n Framcisco,
$9,300, 7 yrs 2,217
Los Angeles, 51,500, 8 yrs , %an Fraacisco,
42,416, 8 yrs 480
8an Framcisco, 5900, 6 yrs 150
Ban Fraacisco, 3300, 5 yrs )
Davis, $1,783, 7 yrs 255
Berkeley, 53,000, 5 yrs &00
Berkeley, $3,000, 5 yrs 600
Barkeley, 5500, 5 yrs 100
Barkelay, 5$5,000-56,000, 7 yrs 786
Berkeley, 5100, 5-7 vrs 17
Berkaley, 52,700, 5 yrs 540
Berkeley, 53,000, 5 yrs , Davis, $1,783, 5 vrs ‘ 957
Barkeley, 53,600, 5 7sce . Los Angeles, 57,000, P yrs ' 2,120
Barkeley, $5,400, 5 yrs 1,080
Berkeley, $1,300, 5 yrs , Los dngeles, $1,500, 5 yrs | 600
Berkeley, $4,800, 7 yrs , Los Aug=les, 55,00, 7 yrs . 1.414
Santa Barbara, $1,000, 5 vyrs 300
$22,753
Berkaley, 511,500, Davas, 517,600, Irvine, 59,200,
Los Angeles, $34,568, Riverside, 53,300, San Diego,
$9,730, Santa Barbara, $13,700 9,962
Riverside, 51,662, San Diegoe, $6,000,
la* Fraaelsco, 51,050 1,742
i 834,457
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figure has been lncreasing annually. While no detailed assessment has been
made as to whether this expenditure 1s a worthwhile investment of public
funds, Commission staff discussions with faculty and administrators indicate
a strong consensus is that specialized accreditation 1s a positive factor in
promoting a quality curriculum and faculty.

However, this Strong endorsement of specialized accreditation was accompanied
by some important reservations about the operations of some of the specralized
agencies These reservations included the following:

¢ The accrediting standards of a few professional associations impose
unreasonably specific requirements on the curriculum, and thereby take
decisions about curriculum content out-of-the~hands of the postsecondary
rnstitution.

® The accrediting standards of several professional associations impose
unreasonable requirements for facilities and staff of small institutions,
and this thereby results in the reallocation of resources within these
institutions in response to the demands of accrediting associations.

While larger institutions have the resources to provide these facilitaes,
gsmaller institutions are considerably more limited. To provide the space
needed for one accredited program, space 1s taken from another program.
While this effort enhances the program which 1s accredited, those programs
which are not accredited are weakened as they lose resources. As a
consequence, limited 1inst:itutional resources are being allocated 1in
response to pressures from the accrediting associations.

® Specialized accreditation team members sometimes impose arbitrary require-
ments over and above the standards of the association 1tself. Members of
visiting teams typically include representatives of large universities
tions, and consequently they sometimes use inappropriate standards in
their judgments about the small institutions.

¢ Considerable duplication occurs in the various planning and review efforts
required by the specialized accrediting associations, systemwide offices,
and various State agencies such as the Commission on Teacher Credentialing.
Improved coordination 1s needed so that, for example, self studies prepared
for the National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education also
satisfy the information requirements of the Commission on Teacher Creden-
tialing.

In response both to such problems associated with specialized accreditation
as well as the 1increasing expenditures made by public institutions for
membership 1n these specialized accrediting agencies, the Commission recom-
mends :

RECOMMENDATION 13. The systemwide offices of the three public
segments should review their policies regarding the role of accredi-
tation, with special attention to those specialized accrediting
associations with standards and criteria for membership that are 50
specific and intrusive as to limit campus authority over curriculum
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TABLE 11 Specialized Accreditation of California

Colleges and Programs, 1982

Agencg

American Board of Funeral Service Education
Accreditation Board for Engineering and Technology, Inc

American Dental Association

Dental Assisting
Dental Hygiene
Dental Laboratory Technology

American Dietetic Association

American Medical Association

Assistant to Primary Care Physician
Medical Assistant

Medical Record Administration
Medical Record Technology

Nuclear Medicine Technology
Paramedic/EMT

Physical Therapy

Radiation Therapy Technology
Radiolegac Technology

Respiratory Therapy

American Veterinary Medical Association

Animal Care Technician

National Association for Practical Nurse Education and
Service, Inc.

National League for Nursing, Inc. (Associate Degree Programs)

TOTAL

*Plus one candidate for accreditation.

Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission, 1983b
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and resource allocation. Campuses should be encouraged to

take the lead within specialized accrediting associations to
modify those standards and practices which are particularly

intrusive into campus authority. If these efforts are unsuc-

cessful, campuses should consider terminating their membership
in these associations until such standards are modified, and
students and the public should be informed about the reasons

for this voluntary termination

RECOMMENDATION 14. The systemwide offices and the campuses of
the three public segments should give special attention to the
need for campuswide coordination of accrediting activities to
facilitate cooperation, communication, and common planning for
phased or joint evaluations by institutional and specialized
accrediting associations in harmony with the institutions' own
planning and evaluatien cycles.
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APPENDIX A

Standards for Accreditation
Accrediting Commission for Senior Colleges and Universities
Western Association of Schools and Colleges

(Note: These standards are excerpted from Pp. 14-55 of the Commission's
Handbook of Accreditation, March 1982 Edition. Not included here are the
specific subsections of each part of the standards, which spell out in
greater detail the obligations of institutions under the standards.)

STANDARD ONE: INSTITUTIONAL INTEGRITY

Standard 1.A. Ethical Principles and Practices. The institution
demonstrates honesty and integrity in its relations with the institution's
constituencies, including students and the public.

Standard 1.B. Commitment to Academic Freedom. In 1its poelicies and
practices, the institution demonstrates 1ts commitment to academic
freedom.

Standard 1.C. Truth in Institutional Publications and Representations.
Through catalogs, bulletins, handbooks, and the like, students and the
public are provided with clear, accurate, and helpful information about
programs, course offerings, and alternatives available to assist students
in attaining their educational personal goals.

Standard 1.D. Relationship with the Commission. In its relationships
with the Commission the institution demonstrates honesty and integrity,
complies with Commission standards, policies, guidelines, and 1s respon-
sive to Commission requests.

STANDARD TWO: PURPOSES

Standard 2.A Clearly Stated Purposes. The 1institution is guided by
clearly stated purposes, which are appropriate for higher education and
consistent with Commission standards.

Standard 2 B. Distinctive Purposes. The statement of purposes defines
the distinctive character and nature of the institution.
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STANDARD THREE. GOVERNANCE AND ADMINISTRATION

Standard 3.A. The Governing Board. The governing board selects a
chief executive officer, approves the purposes of the institution, and
concerns 1tself with the provision of adequate funds. It establishes
broad institutional policies. The board protects the institution from
external pressures antithetical to academic freedom and institutional
autonomy and integrity. The Board 1s ultimately responsible for the
quality of the imstitution through an organized system of institutional
planning and evaluation. It discriminates among roles and responsibili-
ties of various persons or bodies, and provides stability and continuity
to the institution.

Standard 3.B. Organization of Administration. Administration of the
institution is organized to serve its avowed purposes effectively.

Standard 3.C. Role of Faculty. The role of faculty in institutional
governance 15 both substantive and clearly defined.

Standard 3.D. Role of Students. The role of students 1n i1nstitutional
governance is clearly stated and publicized.

STANDARD FOUR: EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS

Standard 4.A. General Requirements. The attainment of quality in
educational programs is central to accreditation. Institutional policies
and procedures designed to assure and maintain high quality in all
aspects of the imstitution, including its delivery of services off-
campus or in nontraditional modes, are of utmost importance in accredi-
tation and are a direct and unavoidable responsibility of every accred-
1ted institution.

If innovative or nontraditional programs exist, evaluation devices and
quality controls provide reasonable assurance of cutcomes equivalent
superior to those of more traditional programs.

Standard 4.B. Academic Planping. Academic planning 1s directed toward
institutional purposes, 1s systematic, involves representatives of all
appropriate segments of the institution, and provides the ratiomale for
projected use of human, financial, and physical resources.

Standard 4.C. Undergraduate Programs. Undergraduate degree programs,
while adhering to the principles in Standard 4.A., share a commonality
of components--general education, a major field, and elective opportu-
nity--with an emphasis on education for humane, ethical, and competent
participation i1n society.

Standard 4.D. Graduate and Professional Degrees. Graduate and profes-

sional programs, whether offered on or off-campus, whether parts of a
university or free standing, offer coherently designed programs of
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study which are guided by appropriate and well-defined educational
objectives.

Standard 4.E Admissions and Retention. Admission and retention
policies and procedures are clear and well-publicized, are related to
educational purposes, and are designed to select and retain students
who are likely to benefit from the educational program of the institu-
tion. These policies and procedures apply equally to students 1in
regular and special degree programs.

Standard 4.F. Student Learning, Academic Credit, and Academic Records.
Evaluation of student learning or achievement and awarding of credit
are based upon clearly stated and distinguishable criteria. Academic
records are accurate, secure, comprehensive, and comprehensible.

Standard 4.G. Research. Research activities of faculty and graduate
students are consistent with and supportive of institutional purposes
and educational programs.

Standard 4 H. Special Programs and Courses for Credit. All off-campus
and other special programs providing academic credit, whether leading
to a degree or for non-degree purposes, are 1integral parts of the
institution. Their functions, goals, and objectives must be consonant
with those of the institution. The i1nstitution maintains direct quality
and fiscal control of all aspects of all programs and provides adequate
resources to maintain this qualaty. The institution follows the Commis-
sion's requirements for institutional reporting.

Standard 4.I. Travel-Study Courses. Travel-study courses meet the
same academic standards and requirements as on-campus courses of the
institution. Academic credit is not awarded for travel per se.

Standard 4.J. Non-Credit Courses. Non-credit courses of continuing
and extended education are i1n harmony with the educational purposes of
the institution and are characterized by carefully conceived and well-
organized planning and 1nstruction, regardless of location.

Standard 4.K. Public Service. Public service, when offered, 1s consis-
tent with the educational purposes of the institutien.

STANDARD FIVE: FACULTY AND STAFF

Standard 5.A. Faculty Selection. Members of the faculty are qualified
by training and experience to serve at the levels that the institution's
purpceses require.

Standard 5.B. Faculty Functions and Responsibilities Faculty are
adequate in pumber and diversified in discipline so as to provide
effective instruction and advisement, while participating an academic
planning and policy-making, curricular development, institutional
governance, and scholarly or creative activity. Faculty are also
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committed to pure or applied research and may, in addition, provide
instituticnal and public service.

Standsrd 5.C. Personnel Policies for Faculty and Staff. Personnel
policies and practices which pertain to faculty and staff are clear,
equitable, and published.

STANDARD SIX: LIBRARY, COMPUTER, AND OTHER LEARNING RESOURCES

Standard 6.A. Quality and Holdings. Library holdings, computers, and
other learning resources are sufficient in quality, depth, diversity,
and currentness to support all the institution's academic offerings at
appropriate levels.

Standard 6.B. Acquisition Procedures. The selection and evaluation of
library and learning resource materials are cooperative endeavors
requiring strong involvement by the teaching faculty and less formal
means of suggestion and recommendation by students.

Standard 6.C. Availability and Use. Books and other forms of learning
materials are readily available and used by the institut:on's academic
community, both on and off-campus.

Standard 6.D. Professional Staff. A professional staff with pertinent
expertise is available to assist users of library and other learning
resources.

Standard 6.E. Cowmputing Services. Computing services are provided to
the academic community in sufficient quantaty and quality to support
the institution's academic offerings at appropriate levels.

STANDARD SEVEN: STUDENT SERVICES AND STUDENT ACTIVITIES

Standard 7.A. Co-Curricular Educational Growth. The institution
encourages out-of-class educational growth of students, consistent with
educational goals.

Standard 7.B. BServices to Students. Student services are available to
support the objectives of out-of-class as well as in-class educational

programs.

Standard 7.C. Staffing. A professional staff with pertinent expertise
administers student services.
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STANDARD EIGHT: PHYSICAL RESOURCES

Standard 8.A. Instruction and Support Facilities. Physical resources,
particularly imstructional facilities, both on and off-campus, are
designed, maintained, and managed so that the institution can exercise
1ts function and achieve 1ts purposes,

Standard 8.B. Equipment. Equipment as appropriate to support adminis-
tration, i1nstruction, and research iz available.

Standard 8.C. Physical Resource Planning. Comprehensive planning for
development and use of physical resources 15 based on academic planning.

STANDARD NINE: FINANCIAL RESOURCES

Standard 9.A. Sufficiency of Financial Resources. Financial resources
are sufficient to achieve and enhance the educational objectives to
which the institution 1s committed. Financial resources support insti-
tutional purposes and priorities, the quality of academic and student
life programs, and the general stability of the institution.

Standard 9.B. Financial Planning. Financial budgeting and planning
are realistic and are based upon academic planning.

Standard 9.C. Financial Management. The financial management and

organization, as well as the system of reporting, provide a basis for
sound financial decision-making.
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APPENDIX B

Standards for Accreditation
Accrediing Commission for Community and Junior Colleges
Western Association of Schools and Colleges

(Note: These standards are excerpted from pp. 8-38 of the Commission's
Handbook of Accreditation and Policy Manual, 1981 Edition. Not included
here are lists of components that spell out 1n greater detail the obligations
of 1nstitutions under the standards.)

STANDARD ONE: GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

Standard 1.A. The institution 1s guided by clearly stated general
goals and specific objectives which are consistent with the historical
and legal mission of the public community college, or in the case of
the independent institutions, are appropriate to the usual functions of
postsecondary education.

Standard 1.B. The statement of goals and objectives defines the degree
of comprehensiveness of the institution and its distinctive nature,

Standard 1.C. The goals and objectives are re-examined periodically
with participation by all segments of the i1nstitution.

STANDARD TWO. EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS

Standard 2.A. The educaticmal program 1s clearly related to the objec-
tives of the instatution. Thas relationship between objectives and
program 1s demonstrated in the policies of admission, content of curric-
ula, requirements for graduation, and imstitutional methods and pro-
cedures.

Standard 2.B. Educational evaluation and planning 1s systematic,
iovolves representatives of all appropriate segnents of the institution,
and provides the basis for planning the use of human, financial, and
physical resources.

Standard 2.C. The principle institutional focus 1s a commitment to
learning, including i1ts evaluation and continuous improvement.

Standard 2.D. Through catalogs, bulletins, handbooks, and other publica-
tions, students and the public are provided with clear, accurate, and

helpful information about programs, course offerings, and alternatives
availlable to assist them 1n attaining their persounal educational goals

and meeting institutional requirements.
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Standard 2.E. Evaluation of student learning or achievement and awarding
of credit are based upon clearly stated and distinguishable criteria.

Standard 2.F. Off-campus educational programs and courses are 1integral
parts of the institution. Theair goals and objectives must be consonant
with those of the institution. The institution maintains quality
control of these programs and provides appropriate resources to maintain
quality. Non-campus based institutions will demonstrate satisfactory
quality control systems.

Standard 2.G. An accredited institution entering into any contractual
relationship for credit programs or courses with persons or nen-accred-
1ted organizations, ensureg that educational and fiscal responsibility
and control remain with and are exercised by the accredited instaitution

Standard 2.H. Non-credit courses and programs, whether offered on or
off-campus, are integral te the educational mission of the institution
and are characterized by an equivalent quality of planning, instruction,
and evaluation to that in credit programs.

STANDARD THREE: INSTITUTIONAL STAFF

Standard 3.A. The staff 1s qualified by training and experience to
achieve and promote the educational objectives of the institution,.

Standard 3.B. The faculty i1s committed to achieving and sustaining
high levels of instruction, and may provide special campus and public
services 1n the community served by the institution.

Standard 3.C. The staff is sufficient 1in number and diversity of
preparation to provide effective instruction and support services,
while participating in educational planning and policy-making, curriculum
development, and institutional governance

Standard 3.D. Institutional policy regarding the safeguarding of
academic freedom and responsibility is clearly stated and readily

available.

Standard 3.E. Personnel policies and procedures affecting staff are
clear, equitable and available for information and review

STANDARD FOUR: STUDENT SERVICES

Standard 4.A Student services are provided to enhance educational
opportunities and to meet special needs of students.
Standard 4.B. Administrators, counselors, and support staff have the

qualifications to provide effective services.
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STANDARD FIVE: COMMUNITY SERVICES

Standard 5 A. Institutional policies and procedures encourage use of
college facilaities by the public.

Standard 5.B. Community service courses are integral parts of the
college educational program, intended to serve people who are not
reached by the credit courses.

Standard 5 C. A varied program of cultural activities is provided to
the community, both by college and community based groups

Standard 5.0D. Special programs and services are designed to reach
senior, ethnic, youth and other kindred-interest groups within the
community.

Standard 5.E. Budget, staffing, and placement 1n the organizational
structure demonstrate recognition of community services as an institu-
tional objectaive.

Standard 5.F. Community liaison 1is developed and maintained through
communlity surveys, public information materials, and other appropriate
methods.

STANDARD SIX: LEARNING RESOURCES

Standard 6.A. All learning resources (print and non-print library
materials, media equipment, facilities and staff) are sufficient in
quantity, depth, diversity, and currentness to support all of the
institution's educational offerings at appropriate levels.

Standard 6.B. There 1s an organized procedure for the selection and
evaluation of learning resource materials.

Standard 6.C. Learning resources are readily available and used by
staff and students both on and off-campus.

Standard 6.D. A professional staff with pertinent expertise 1s available
to assist users of learning resources.

STANDARD SEVEN: PHYSICAL RESOURCES

Standard 7.A. Physical resources, particularly instructional facilities,
both on and off-campus, are designed, maintained, and managed so that
the i1nstitution can fulfill i1ts goals and objectives.
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Standard 7.B. Equipment necessary for the educational program and
services 15 furnished and maintained.

Standard 7.C. Comprehensive planning for development and use of physical
resources 15 based on educational planning.

STANDARD EIGHT: FINANCIAL RESOURCES

Standard 8.A. Financial resources are sufficient to support institutional
objectives, maintain the quality of i1ts program and services, and serve
the number of students enrolled.

Standard 8.B. Financial plapning 18 based on educational planning.

Standard 8.C. Business management of the institution exhibits sound
budgeting and control, and proper records, reporting, and auditing

STANDARD NINE: GOVERNANCE AND ADMINISTRATION

Standard 9.A. The board establishes broad policies to guide the instai-
tut:ion, selects an effective chief executive officer and adminietration,
approves educational programs and services, secures adequate financial
resources and ensures fiscal integrity, and exercises responsibility
for the quality of the institution through an organized system of
institutional planning and evaluation. The board is entrusted with the
institution's assets, with upholding i1ts educational mission and program,
with ensuring compliance with laws and regulations, and with providing
stability and continuirty to the ipnstitution

Standard 2.B. A primary function of administration 1s to provide
leadership that makes possible an effective teaching and learning

environment for achievement of the institution's stated purposes.

Standard 9.C. The role of faculty in imstitutional governance 1is
clearly defined

Standard 9.D. The role of support staff (nonfaculty status) and of
students in institutiocnal governance 1s clearly defined.

STANDARD TEN: DISTRICT OR SYSTEM RELATIONSHIPS

Standard 10.A. The system has an official set of objectives, policies
which define system-college relationships, and an organizational plan
which establishes lines of authority and allocates responsibilities.
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Standard 10.B. The system has communication methods, both internal and
external, which provide for the flow of information i1n a timely and
efficient manner.

Standard 10.C. The system has an organized process for coordinating
program development and evaluation, facilities planning, and budget
development and administration.

Standard 10.D. The system develops and publishes appropriate policies
and agreements governing employment, compensation and benefits, working
conditions, staff evaluation, and staff transfer and reassignment.
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APPENDIX C

Institutions of Higher Education Operating in Cahfornia
Accredited by the Western Association of Schools

and Colleges, February 1984

CALIFORNIA INSTITUTIONS

Allan Hancock College

American Academy of Dramatic Arts West

American River College

Antelope Valley College

Armstrong College

Art Center College of Design

Azusa Pacific University

Bakersfield College

Barstow College

Bethany Bible College

Biola University

Brooks College

Brooks Institute

Butte College

Cabrillo College

California Baptist College

California College of Arts and Crafts

California College of Mortuary Science

California College of Podiatric Medicine

California Family Study Center

California Institute of the Arts

California Institute of Integral Studies

California Institute of Technology

California Lutheran College

California Maritime Academy

Californmia Pelytechnic State University, San Luis Obispo
California School of Professional Psychology
California School of Professional Psychology, Berkeley
California School of Professional Psychology, Fresno
California School of Professional Psychology, Los Angeles
California School of Professional Psychology, San Diego
California State University System

California State College, Bakersfield

California State College, San Bernardino

California State College, Stanislaus

California State Polytechnic University, Pomona
California State Universaty, Chico

California State University, Dominguez Hills
California State University, Fresno

California State University, Fullerton

California State University, Hayward

California State University, Long Beach

California State University, Los Angeles
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California State University, Northridge
California State University, Sacramento
Canada College

Cerritos College

Cerro Coso Community College

Chabot College

Chaffey Community College

Chapman College

Christ College Irvine

Christian Heritage College

Church Divinity School of the Pacific
Citrus College

City College of San Francisco

Claremont University Center

Claremont Graduate School

Claremont McKenna College

Coastline Community College

Cogswell College

College of Alameda

College of the Canyons

College of the Center for Early Education
College of the Desert

College of Marin

College of Notre Dame

College of Oceaneering

College of the Redwoods

College of San Mateo

College of the Sequoias

College of the Siskiyous

Columbia College

Compton Community College

Consortium of the California State University
Contrs Costa College

Cosumnes River College

Crafton Hills College

Cuesta College

Cuyamaca College

Cypress College

De Anza College

Deep Springs College

Defense Language Institute

Diablo Valley College

Dominican College of San Rafael
Dominican School of Philosophy and Theology
Don Bosco Technical Institute

D~Q University (Lower Division)

East Los Angeles College

El Camino College

Evergreen Valley College

The Fashion Institute of Design and Merchandising
The Fashion Institute of Design and Merchandising - Branch Campuses
Feather River College

Fielding Institute

Footh1ll College
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Franciscan School of Theology

Fresno City College

Fresno Pacific College

Fuller Theolog:ical Seminary
Fullerton College

Gavilan College

Glendale Community College

Golden Gate Baptist Theological Seminary
Golden Gate University

Golden West College

Graduate Theological Unicn

Grossmont College

Hartnell Community College

Harvey Mudd College

Heald Colleges

Central California Commercial College
Heald Business College, Hayward

Heald Business College, Sacramento
Heald Business College, San Francisco
Heald Business College, San Jose
Heald Business College, Walnut Creek
Heald Institute of Technology, Sarn Francisco
Heald Institute of Technology, Santa Clara
Heald's Kelsey-Jenney College

Hebrew Union College - Jewish Institute of Religion
Holy Family College

Holy Names College

Humboldt State University

Humphreys College

Immaculate Heart College

Imperial Valley College

Indian Valley Colleges

Jesuit School of Theology

John F. Kennedy University

Kings River Commun:ity College

Lake Tahoe Community College

Laney College

Lassen College

Loma Linda University

Long Beach City College

Los Angeles Baptist College

Los Angeles City College

Los Angeles Harbor College

Los Angeles Metropolitan College

Los Angeles Mission College

Los Angeles Pierce College

Los Angeles Southwest College

Los Angeles Trade-Technical College
Los Angeles Valley College

Los Medanos College

Loycla Marymount University

Marymount Palos Verdes College
Mendocino College

Menlo College
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Mennonite Brethren Biblical Seminary
Merced College

Merritt College

Mills College

Miracosta College

Mission College

Modesto Junior College

Monterey Institute of International Studies
Monterey Peninsula College
Moorpark College

Mount St. Mary's College

Mt. San Antonic College

Mt. San Jacinto College

Napa Valley College

National University

Naval Construction Training Center
Naval Fostgraduate School

New College of California
Northrop University

Occidental College

Ohlone College

Orange (Coast College

Otis Art Institute of Parsons School of Design
Oznard College

Pacific Christian College
Pacific College

Pacific Oaks College

Pacific School of Religion
Pacific Union College

Palomar College

Palo Verde College

Pagadena City College

Patten College

Pepperdine University

Pitzer College

Point Loma Nazarene College
Pomona College

Porterville College

Queen of the Holy Rosary College
Rand Graduate Institute

Reedley College

Rio Hondo College

Riverside City College
Sacramento City College
Saddleback College

St. John's College

St. John's Seminary

8t. Joseph's College Seminary
St. Mary's College of California
St. Patrick's Seminary

San Bernardino Valley College
San Diego City College

San Diego Mesa College

San Diego Miramar

_92_



San Diego State University

San Francisco Art Institute

San Francisco College of Mortuary Science
San Francisco Community College District
City College of San Francisco

San Francisco Community College Centers
San Francisco Conservatory of Music

San Francisco State University

San Francisco Theological Seminary

San Joaquin Delta College

San Jose City College

San Jose State University

Santa Ana College

Santa Barbara City College

Santa Monica College

Santa Rosa Junior College

Saybrook Institute

School of Theology at Claremont

Scripps College

Shasta College

Sierra Community College

Simpson College

Skyline College

Solano Community College

Sonoma State University

Southern California College

Southern California College of Optometry
Southwestern College

Stanford University

Taft College

Thomas Aquinas College

United States Interpational University
University of Ca2lifornia

University of Califormia, Berkeley
University of California, Davis
University of California, Irvine
University of Californmia, Los Angeles
University of California, Riverside
University of California, San Diego
University of California, San Francisco
University of California, Santa Barbara
Universaity of California, Santa Cruz
University of Judaism

University of La Verne

University of the Pacific

University of Redlands

University of San Diego

University of San Francisco

University of Santa Clara

University of Southern California
University of West Los Angeles

Ventura College

Victor Valley College

Vista College
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West Coast Christian College

West Coast University

Western State University College of Law of Orange County
Western State Unaversity College of Law of San Diego
West Hills Community College

West Los Angeles College

Westmont College

West Valley College

Whittier College

Woodbury University

World College West

Wright Instaitute

Yuba College

REGIONALLY ACCREDITED INSTITUTIONS FROM OTHER REGIONS OPERATING WASC
ACCREDITED PROGRAMS WITHIN CALIFORNIA

Brigham Young University

College of St. Thomas

Southern Illinois Unaiversity at Carbondale
Southern Illinois University at Edwardsville
Webster University
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APPENDIX D

Process and Standards for Approval
Cahfornia State Department of Education

(Note: These standards are excerpted from the Department's "Guidelines for
Approval of Specific Degrees Under Education Code Section 94310(b)," September
1982.)

The California Education Code includes the following information concerning
the approval process:

The institution has heen approved by the superintendent to award
or issue specific degrees. The superintendent shall not approve
an institution to issue degrees until 1t 1s determined, based upon
information submitted to him or her, that the institution has the
facilities, financial resources, administrative capabilities,
faculty, and other necessary educational expertise and resources
to afford students and require of students the completion of s
program of education which will prepare them for the attainment of
a professional, technological, or educational objective, including,
but not limited to, a degree; and the curriculum 1s comsistent 1n
quality with curricula offered by established institutions that
issue the appropriate degree upon the satisfactory completion
thereof. This shall include the determination that the course for
which the the degree 1s granted achieves 1its professed or claimed
objective for higher education. The criteria developed hereunder
shall be such as will effectuate the purposes of this chapter, but
will not unreasonably hinder legitimate educational i1nmovation.

The yardstick utilized by the State Department of Education 1n the evaluation
of institutions is the practices and standards of "accredited institutions
of higher education, public and private, which offer similar programs."
Consistent with the stipulations made 1n the Education Code, there are five
areas for which criteria have been developed and placed 1in the California
Administrative Code, Title 5, Section 18839.

The five areas of study -- fipancial stability, facilities, faculty, course
of study, and degree requirements -- provide the framework for the self-study
document which each applicant must prepare.

Process for First-Time Degree Approval

e Institution prepares a self-study draft, utilizing the guidelines provided
by the State Department of Education.

¢ The self-study and related materials are submitted to the State Department

of Education, following a preliminary review by Department staff to
determine that the materials are complete.
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A committee of educators from accredited and approved institutions visit
the institution to review 1its educational program. Working with the
assistance of a consultant from the State Department of Education, the
committee prepares a report about the institution.

The Council for Praivate Postsecondary Educational Institutions reviews
the committee report and makes a recommendation about the institution.

The Superintendent of Public Instruction makes a decision to grant full
approval, conditional approval, or disapprove the application.

Criterion for Approval

(a)

(b)

(c)

Financial Stability. The institution shall maintain assets sufficient
to ensure capability of fulfilling the specific program to enrolled

students. Im all instances, such assets shall be at least as great as
those specified in California Education Code Section 94310(c)(2) for

authorized degree-~granting i1nstitutions.

Selected standards included 1n this criteria include the provisions
that the funds on which the institution operates are not limited to
current tuition or accounts receivable, that there are financial records
that show financial stability, and that the governing or advisory board
makes recommendations to the school regarding budgetary and other
fiscal concerns.

Faculty. Faculty resources shall include personnel who possess degrees
from United States Department of Education recognized accredited insti-
tutions 1n the proposed degree major field(s) and in sufficient number
to provide the proposed educational services.

Selected standards included in this criteria include the provisions
that there are sufficient numbers cof faculty members who have been
trained in accredited (USDE-recognized) i1nstitutions to staff the major
degree fields, that the criteria for faculty selection are clearly
stated and related to the institutional purposes and are utilized in
hiring, and that the faculty members are available to students for
sufficient lengths of time to provide instruction and/or advising.

Course of Study. The educationzl services shall clearly relate to the
proposed degree(s) objectives, be comparable i1n scope and sequence to
minimum standards of comparable degree programs in accredited institu-
tions recognized by the U.5. Office of Education, and shall, in the
Judgment of the visiting committee, ensure quality educational services
to the degree candidate. This requirement shall not be construed to
prevent the approval of innovative educational services.

Selected standards included in this criteria include the provisions
that there are acceptable criteria for determining whether credit 1is
awarded for past college work or other experiences, admissions policies
are clearly stated and, when applied, have resulted in admission and
nonadmission of students; the stated sequence of activities through
which a student passes in pursuit of a degree 1s stated clearly and
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followed faithfully; and instructional activities which take place at
the institution or away from the institution are equal to each other
and follow standards which set the minimums for hour of instruction and
student contact, work output to secure credit, and teacher-to-student
ratio.

(d) Facilities. Facilities must relate to the defined degree objectives.
The stated educational services define the needed facilities, and the
visiting committee must express a judgment that the facilities available
are sufficient to ensure the student guality educational services.

Selected standards included in this criteria include the provisions
that the library holdings are adequate to support the curracular offer-
ings; instructiomal facilities are appropriate for the methods of
instruction; and the facilities provide adequate space, equipment, and
supplies for the staff.

(e} Degree Requirements. The specified institutional requirements for the
degree(s) shall be evaluated against established standards for similar
degrees 1in accredited institutions. The student 1s to be assured that
the degree so approved shall not deviate substantially from all other
such degrees as a mark of learaing, although the processes in a partic-
ular institution may deviate markedly from those occurring in other
institutional settings.

Selected standards included in this criteria include the provisions
that in terms of courses offered and course content, the requirements
for all degrees are comparable to those of other institutions; the
institution, if nontraditional, assumes the responsibil:ity for maintain-
ing quality equal to or better than traditional institutions; there is
definite evidence that degrees are awarded on the basis of demonstrated
competency; and the institution has provided quality education to
sufficient numbers of students to establish a clear success pattern.
Baccalaureate degrees are expected to include a minimum of 124 semester
units (including 40 general education units and 40 upper-division
units), master's degrees are expected to include a minimum of 30 semester
units {including 21 semester units in residence), and doctoral degrees
shall include a minimum of 50 semester units of exclusively graduate
courses, excluding dissertation, thesis, and practicum credit.

Institutions Offering Degrees Approved by the
California Superintendent of Public Instruction, January 1984

Academy of Art, San Francisco
Master of Fine Arts
Bachelor of Fine Arts
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Academy of Arts and Humanities, Seaside
Bachelor of Arts in Faine Arts
Bachelor of Arts in Dance
Bachelor of Arts in Applied Music
Bachelor of Music Science
Bachelor of Arts in Language
Bachelor of Arts in Drama
Bachelor of Arts in Linguistics
Master of Fine Arts in Applied Music
Master of Fine Arts i1n Fine Arts
Master of Arts i1n Drama
Master of Arts i1n Applied Linguistacs

American Armenian International College, La Verne
Bachelor of Arts in Armenian Studies
Bachelor of Science in Computer Science/Computer Engineering
Bachelor of Arts in Diversified Major/Armenian Emphasis
Bachelor of Science in Electronic Engineering

American Christian Theological Seminary, Anaheam
Master of Arts in Biblical Studies
Master of Divinity

American Conservatory Theatre, San Francisco
Master of Fine Arts 1n Acting

Anaheim Christian College, Anaheim
Bachelor of Arts in Ministry

Bay City College of Dental Medical Assistants, San Francisco
Associate of Science in Cardio Respiratory Technician
Associate of Science in Ceramics and Porcelain Dental Lab Tech.
Associate of Science in Crown and Bridge Dental Lab Technician
Associate of Science in Dental Assisting
Associate of Science in Full Mouth Dentures Dental Lab Tech.
Associate of Science in Medical Assisting
Associate of Science 1n Medical Laboratory Assisting
Associate of Science in Veterinary Medical Assisting

California American University, Escondido
Doctor of Philosophy 1n Applied Behavioral Science
Master of Science in Education
Master of Science i1n Management

California Christian College, Fresno
Agsociate of Arts in Bible
Bachelor of Science 1n Bible

California Christian Institute, Anaheim
Master of Arts in Marriage, Family and Child Therapy



Californmia Coast University, Santa Ana
Bachelor of Science in Management
Bachelor of Science in Business Administration
Doctor of Education Degree
Doctor of Philosophy 1n Management
Doctor of Philosophy 1n Businees Administration
Master of Business Administration
Doctor of Philesophy 1n Psychelogy
Master of Science 1n Psychology
Bachelor of Science 1n Psychology
Doctor of Philosophy 1n Engineering
Master of Science 1n Engineeraing
Bachelor of Science 1n Engieering

California Graduate Institute, West Los Angeles
Doctor of Philosphy 1n Psychology
Master of Arts in Psychology

California Graduate School of Theology, Glendale
Master of Arts in Church Administration
Doctor of Ministry

California Graduate School of Marital and Family Therapy, San Rafael
Doctor of Philosophy 1n Clinical Psychology
Doctor of Marital, Family, and Child Therapy
Doctor of Philosophy 1n Marital and Family Therapy

California Institute of Transpersonal Psychology, Menlo Park
Master of Arts in Transpersonal Psychology
Doctor of Philosophy in Transpersonal Psychology

California Missionary Baptist Institute and Seminary, Bellflower
Associate i1n Theology
Bachelor of Theology
Doctor of Theology
Master of Theology

California Pacafic Unaivereity, San Diego
Master of Arts 1n Management and Human Behavior
Master of Arts in Management and Human Behavior (Correspondence)

Center for Psychological Studies, Berkeley
Doctor of Philosophy 1n Clinical Psychology
Doctor of Philosophy in Developmental Psychology

Center Graduate College, Saratoga
Master of Arts 1n Education

Charles R. Drew Postgraduate Medical School, Los Angeles
Doctor of Medicine
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Christian Heritage College, E1 Cajon
Bachelor of Science in Biological Science
Bachelor of Arts in History/Social Science
Bachelor of Arts in English
Bachelor of Arts in Ministerial Training
Bachelor of Science in Physical Science
Bachelor of Science in Home Economics
Bachelor of S5cience in Education
Bachelor of Science in Counseling Psychology
Bachelor of Science in Business Administration

Cleveland Chiropractic College, Los Angeles
Doctor of Chiropractic
Bachelor of Science in Human Biology

Columbia College, Los Angeles
Associate of Arts in Motion Pictures
Bachelor of Arts in Motion Pictures
Bachelor of Arts in Dramataic Arts
Associate of Arts in Dramatic Arts
Bachelor of Arts 1in Television and Radio Engineering
Associate of Arts 1n Television and Radio Engineering
Bachelor of Arts in Radio
Associate of Arts 1n Radio
Associate of Arts in Television Broadcasting
Bachelor of Arts i1n Television Breoadcasting
Bacheler of Arts in Journalism
Associate of Arts in Journalism

Columbia Pacific University, San Rafael
Bachelor of Arts in Admnistration and Management
Master of Arts 1n Administration and Management

Condie Junior College of Business and Technology, Campbell
Associate of Business Management

Glendale University College of Law, Glendale
Bachelor of Law
Masters of Laws
Bachelor of Science In Law
Juras Doctor

Graduate Center for Child Development and Psychotherapy, Los Angeles
Doctor of Philsophy in Clinical Child Psychology

Heald Institute of Technology, San Francisco
Bachelor of Science in Engineering
Associate of Arts in Electroric Engineering Technology
Bachelor of Science in Electronic Engineering

Human Relations Center, Santa Barbara
Master of Arte 1n Counseling Psychology
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